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Abstract
In 2010 the LHC has started to collide protons with center-of-mass energies of 7 TeV and
10 TeV will be reached in the coming years. These high energies allow to search for new
phenomena beyond the current experimental limits. In this thesis a search strategy for
a missing energy signature compatible with cold dark matter is presented, using event
topologies with exactly 2 to 6 hadronic jets. Missing energy signatures are predicted by
many models beyond the Standard Model, e.g. R-parity conserving Supersymmetry. The
missing energy is due to high momenta particles which do not, or only very weakly, interact
with the detector material and are therefore not detected. This undetected particles lead
to typical distributions of the relative momenta and the angular distance of jets. Four
kinematic variables are introduced in this thesis which exploit jet kinematics to discriminate
against the dominant background from QCD multi-jet events. The variables are compared
in terms of their signal sensitivity but also their robustness against systematic uncertainties.
The main emphasis of this approach is on developing a robust analysis technique that is
suited to the early collision data at the LHC.
The expected event yields are reported for selected low mass SUSY parameter sets and the
Standard Model backgrounds for a data sample of 100 pb−1 at a center-of-mass energy of 10
TeV. A discovery of SUSY with the LM1 mSuGra parameter-set would be possible with an
integrated luminosity of L = 39+21−10+31−20 pb−1 for dijet events and with L = 25 + 19+6−4 pb−1
for events with more jets. Taking into account the current center-of-mass energy of the
LHC of 7 TeV the corresponding luminosities could be reached in less than a year.
In future tagging b-quarks with the CMS pixel detector will become important for SUSY
and other searches. Therefore pixel detector measurements made with data from cosmic
muon showers are compared to the predictions of Monte Carlo simulations.
i
Zusammenfassung
Im Jahr 2010 hat der LHC damit begonnen, Protonen mit einer Schwerpunktsenergie von
7 TeV kollidieren zu lassen, 10 TeV sollen in den kommenden Jahren erreicht werden. Diese
hohen Energien erlauben die Suche nach neuen Phänomenen jenseits der heutigen exper-
imentellen Ausschlussgrenzen. In dieser Doktorarbeit wird eine Strategie zur Suche nach
Ereignissen mit fehlender transversaler Energie, der Signatur von kalter dunkler Materie,
entwickelt. Ereignisse mit fehlender transversaler Energie werden von vielen Modellen
jenseits des Standardmodells der Teilchenphysik vorhergesagt, z.B. R-Paritäts erhaltende
Supersymmetrie (SUSY). Die fehlende Energie in der Messung stammt dabei von hoch-
energetischen Teilchen die nicht, oder nur schwach, mit dem Detektor interagieren. Es
resultieren daraus typische Verteilungen der relativen Impulse und Winkelabstände von
Jets. Vier Variablen, die die Kinematik von Jets nutzen um den dominanten Untergrund
durch QCD Vieljetereignisse zu unterdrücken, werden in dieser Doktorabeit eingeführt.
Die Variablen werden in Bezug auf ihre Signalsensitivität aber auch ihrer Robustheit gegen
systematische Unsicherheiten verglichen. Das Hauptaugenmerk dieses Ansatz ist die En-
twicklung einer robusten Technik die sich für die Analyse der ersten Kollisionsdaten des
LHC eignet.
Die erwartete Anzahl von selektierten Ereignissen, bei einer integrierten Luminosität von
100 pb−1 und einer Schwerpunktsenergie von 10 TeV, wird für eine Auswahl von SUSY Pa-
rametersätzen und Standardmodell Untergründen angegeben. Eine Entdeckung von SUSY,
falls es mit dem LM1 mSuGra Parametersatz realisiert ist, sollte mit einer integrierten Lu-
minosität von L = 39+21−10+31−20 pb−1 für Ereignisse mit zwei Jets und mit L = 25+19+6−4 pb−1
für Ereignisse mit mehr Jets möglich sein. Wird die tatsächliche aktuelle Schwerpunkt-
senergie des LHC von 7 TeV in Betracht genommen, sollten die nötigen Luminositäten in
weniger als einem Jahr erreichbar sein.
In der Zukunft wird das "taggen" von b-quarks wichtig werden, für SUSY Suchen aber auch
für andere Analysen. Aus diesem Grund werden Pixeldetektormessungen für kosmische
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Introduction
In the year 2010 the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) [1] at the European laboratory for
Particle Physics CERN has started to collide protons at a center of mass energy of 7 TeV.
This energy will be increased to 10 or even 14 TeV in the following years. The LHC
is the most powerful particle accelerator in the world. Four large experiments (CMS
[2], ATLAS [3], LHCb [4] and ALICE [5]) and two small angle scattering experiments
(TOTEM [6] and LHCf [7]) monitor and analyze the particles produced in proton collisions.
The purpose of these experiments is to understand the properties and interactions of the
smallest constituents of matter and to test the Standard Model (SM) of particle physics
[8]. The SM retraces the complexity of particle interactions found in several experiments
to a few fundamental symmetries, called local gauge symmetries. In this model particles
interact by exchanging gauge bosons. The SM is currently the best description of the
subatomic world. However, it incorporates only three out of the four fundamental forces,
omitting gravity. In addition, open questions such as the nature of dark matter [9] and the
Hierarchy Problem [10] pose potential difficulties to the SM. It is therefore widely believed
that it is only part of a broader picture that includes new physics.
Supersymmetry (SUSY) [10] is one of the possible extensions of the SM, which solves
not only the Hierarchy Problem but can under certain conditions (R-parity conservation)
provide a lightest stable particle compatible with expectations from dark matter searches
[9]. SUSY theories introduce a wide range of new heavy particles. Their masses and
couplings depend on a set of free parameters. Previous searches at lepton and hadron
colliders excluded a range of possible parameter-sets [11]. The experiments at the LHC
will extent the current exclusion limits or discover SUSY.
This thesis focusses on the SUSY discovery potential with the CMS detector and early LHC
data at a center of mass energy of 10 TeV. It concentrates on events with large missing
energy and multiple high momentum jets, as predicted by most R-parity conserving SUSY
scenarios which provide heavy colored particles such as gluinos (g˜) and squarks (q˜). It is
sensitive to a wide range of parameter-sets. The relatively high cross-section associated to
the production of heavy colored particles makes the analysis suitable for early data.
A jet based search is particularly challenging at a hadron collider owing to the overwhelm-
ingly large cross-section of QCD multijet production and also to the systematic uncertainty
in the jet energy resolution of the detector. A large part of the presented analysis is there-
fore dedicated to the task of understanding and controlling this uncertainty.
1
Introduction
This thesis starts with an introduction to the theory of particle physics presenting the
SM and SUSY. The dependence of the SUSY phenomenology on the mass of squarks and
gluinos is discussed. Chapter 2 describes the experimental setup used in this analysis,
the "hardware" of the CMS detector. A special part of this chapter is dedicated to a
comparison of the predicted and the measured charge deposited by cosmic ray muons in
the pixel detector. This comparison has been made with 2008 data. Chapter 3 describes
the various tools necessary to span the gap between intricate theoretical models and the
actual expected output of the detector. The reconstruction, energy correction and quality
criteria of jets employed in this analysis are discussed in great detail. In chapter 4 the com-
plete analysis strategy from online selection to statistical interpretation is presented. After
a common pre-selection the performance of several kinematic variables is studied. The
variables are compared in terms of their signal sensitivity and their robustness against sys-
tematic uncertainties. In addition, a new robust method for evaluating a signal significance
is presented. All variables are given in natural units.
This thesis is an extension of my contribution to the following publications:
• "SUSY searches with dijet events", CMS Collaboration, CMS PAS SUS-08-005,
(2008)
• "Search strategy for exclusive multi-jet events from Supersymmetry at CMS", CMS





The Standard Model (SM) is the established theory of Particle Physics. It deals with the
basic building blocks of matter and their interactions. At scales smaller than 1 fm even
protons and neutrons, the constituents of atomic nuclei, do not appear as pointlike, but
can be found to consist of other particles, the quarks. Until now no substructure of quarks
has been discovered [11]. Therefore they are assumed to be elementary fermions. Electrons
and neutrinos are another kind of fermions which are also assumed to be elementary. An
overview on the fundamental fermions in the SM is given in Table 1.1. To each of these
fermions belongs an anti-particle with the same mass but opposite charge. The forces
between fermions are carried by particles with an integer spin, the gauge bosons.
Table 1.1: The different fermions and their electrical charges
class family electrical charge
I II III [e]
e µ τ 1
leptons
νe νµ ντ 0
u c t 2/3
quarks
d s b -1/3
The interactions between fermions and bosons are described by gauge theories. Extensive
information about the SM and gauge theories in particular can be found in the literature
e.g. in the books of P. Schmüser [12] and C. Berger [8].
One of the problems of gauge theories is that they predict massless W and Z gauge bosons,
which is in contradiction to experimental oberservations. One of the simplest ways of
explaining massive gauge bosons, and keeping the concept of gauge theories as well, is the
Higgs mechanism. It predicts an additional particle, the Higgs boson. By interacting with
the Higgs field bosons and fermions acquire mass. The SM Higgs mechanism works only











Figure 1.1: One-loop quantum corrections to the Higgs squared mass parameter m2H , due to (a)
a Dirac fermion, and (b) a scalar S.





Λ2 + · · · , (1.1)
where Λ is an energy cutoff, to prevent the correction from becoming infinite and gf is
the coupling constant for the coupling of a fermion f to the Higgs boson. Physically Λ
could be interpreted as the scale where new physics alters the high energy behaviour of the
theory. This could be any scale between the electro-weak scale MW and the Planck scale
MP l = 1.2× 1019 GeV. Such radiative corrections could increase the Higgs mass to values
much larger than 1 TeV.
Similar corrections arise from boson loops corresponding to Fig. 1.1 (b), where a complex
scalar particle S interacts with the Higgs boson. The correction to the Higgs boson mass





Λ2 − 2m2S ln(Λ/mS) + · · ·
]
, (1.2)
where gS is the coupling constant for the coupling of a scalar to the Higgs field and mS
is the mass of the scalar. If each fermion is accompanied by two complex scalars with
gS = |gF |2 the quadratic divergences proportional to Λ2 in equation 1.1 and 1.2 cancel
each other. Such a relation between couplings of fermions and bosons would stabilize the
Higgs mass and exists naturally in the context of Supersymmetry (SUSY).
A more detailed discussion of the problem introduced by unknown heavy particles and their
direct or indirect interaction with the Higgs field can be found in Ref. [10]. The following
summary of SUSY is also based on this Reference. SUSY is a symmetry1 which relates the
masses and couplings of bosons and fermions. A supersymmetric transformation Q turns
a bosonic state into a fermionic state and vice versa:
1Feynman: "A thing is symmetrical, if there is something we can do to it so that after we have done
it, it looks the same as before."
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Q|Boson >∼ |Fermion >
Q|Fermion >∼ |Boson > (1.3)
WhereQ is the generator of SUSY. An unbroken supersymmetric theory should be invariant
under such a transformation.
1.2 Minimal Particle Content of a Supersymmetric Theory
The irreducible representations of the SUSY algebra are supermulitplets containing fermions
and bosons which can be transformed into each other by supersymmetric transformations.
The fermions and bosons thus associated to each other are called superpartners. The
dimensionless couplings of fermions and associated scalars are related to each other by:
gS = |gf |2. (1.4)
This is needed to cancel the quadratic divergences of the Higgs boson mass from fermion
loops (Sect. 1.1). In an unbroken supersymmetric theory these superpartners have the
same mass, electric charge, weak isospin and color degrees of freedom. Each supermultiplet
contains the same number of fermionic (nF ) and bosonic (nB) degrees of freedom. Two
kinds of supermultiplets can be distinguished, chiral and gauge supermultiplets.
The chiral supermultiplets contain the SM fermions which have two spin helicity states
(nF = 2) and their associated scalars (spin 0 bosons). The left- and right-handed fermions
have each their own scalar partner (nB = 2). The names of the scalars are constructed by
prepending an s to the name of the associated SM fermion. The symbols of the bosons are
denoted by drawing a tilde above the symbol for the associated fermion, e.g. squark, q˜.
The gauge supermultiplets contain the SM gauge fields (spin 1 bosons), which have two
helicity states (nB = 2) if the bosons are massless, and their associated supersymmetric
spin 1/2 fermions. In order to allow for a renormalizable theory the vector bosons need
to be massless, at least before the gauge symmetry is spontaneously broken. The left
and right handed components of particles in a gauge supermultiplet have the same gauge
transformation properties. The names for the supersymmetric fermions are constructed by
prepending an ino to the name of the associated SM boson. The symbols of the fermions
are denoted by the same symbol as the bosonic supersymmetric partner but with a tilde
on top, e.g. gluino, g˜.
The minimal set of particles necessary to construct a supersymmetric theory are given
in Table 1.2 for chiral supermultiplets and in Table 1.3 for gauge supermultiplets. Mod-
els containing only these particles are called MSSM (Minimal Supersymmetric Standard
Models). The tables employ the two-component Weyl spinor notation. The Weyl notation
simply writes the four-component Dirac spinor ψD in terms of two two-component spinors,
a left-handed Weyl spinor and a right-handed Weyl spinor. The hermitian conjugate of
any left-handed Weyl spinor is a right-handed Weyl spinor. By convention, all chiral su-
permultiplets are defined in terms of left-handed Weyl spinors. Only the conjugates of
right-handed quarks, leptons and their superpartners appear therefore in this table.
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Table 1.2: Chiral supermultiplets in the MSSM. The spin-0 fields are complex scalars, and the
spin-1/2 fields are left-handed Weyl fermions [10].
Names spin 0 spin 1/2 SU(3)C , SU(2)L, U(1)Y
squarks, quarks (u˜L , d˜L) (uL , dL) ( 3, 2,
1
6)
(x 3 families) u˜∗R u
†
R ( 3¯, 1, − 23)
d˜∗R d
†
R ( 3¯, 1,
1
3 )
sleptons, leptons (ν˜ , e˜L) (ν , eL) ( 1, 2, − 12)
(x 3 families) e˜∗R e
†
R ( 1, 1, 1)















d ) ( 1, 2, − 12)
Table 1.3: Gauge supermultiplets in the MSSM.
Names spin 1/2 spin 1 SU(3)C , SU(2)L, U(1)Y
gluino, gluon g˜ g ( 8, 1, 0)
winos, W-bosons W˜± W˜ 0 W± W 0 ( 1, 3, 0)
binos, B-bosons B˜0 B0 ( 1, 1, 0)
General supersymmetric theories conserve neither baryon nor lepton number thus allowing
in principle disastrous proton decays. Many supersymmetric models therefore prohibit
these decays by requiring R-parity conservation,
R = (−1)3(B−L)+2S = const. (1.5)
where B, L and S are the baryon number, lepton number and spin. All SM particles and
the Higgs bosons have R-parity R = +1, while all of the squarks, sleptons, gauginos and
higgsinos have R-parity R = −1. The consequence of R-parity conservation is that SUSY-
particles are produced in pairs and that the lightest SUSY particle (LSP) is stable, and
therefore a good candidate for dark matter [9].
1.3 General Soft Broken SUSY
In an unbroken supersymmetric theory SM particles and their superpartners have the same
mass. This is in contradiction to experimental results, as no such superpartners have been
found. Therefore SUSY must be broken.
To preserve SUSY as cure for the Higgs hierarchy problem (Sect. 1.1) the relationship
between the dimensionless couplings of fermions and their superpartners gs = |gf |2 needs
to be maintained.
One possible solution is "soft" SUSY breaking, i.e. to have an effective Lagrangian which
splits into a SUSY preserving part LSUSY containing all the gauge and Yukawa interactions
6
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and a term Lsoft which violates SUSY and contains all allowed terms that do not introduce
quadratic divergences in the theory [13]:
L = LSUSY + Lsoft. (1.6)







ln(Λ/msoft) + · · ·
]
, (1.7)
if SUSY is broken "softly". Here msoft is the largest mass scale associated with the soft
terms and λ is generic for various dimensionless couplings. The dots in the equation
represent terms that are independent of Λ (the momentum space cutoff introduced in Sect.
1.1) and higher loop corrections which depend on Λ through powers of logarithms. In order
to conserve SUSY as cure for the Hierarchy Problem msoft cannot be too large. Assuming
Λ ∼ MP and λ ∼ 1 one finds that msoft should be about 1 TeV in order to agree with
current experimental upper limits on the mass of theW and Z bosons without introducing
a fine-tuning problem [10]. Should msoft, and therefore also the masses of at least the
lightest superpartners, really be of the order of 1 TeV, experiments at the CERN Large
Hadron Collider would stand a chance to discover SUSY.
Once SUSY and electroweak symmetry are broken, particles with the same quantum num-
ber will in general mix. Neutral gauginos (B˜ and W˜ 0) and higgsinos (H˜0u and H˜
0
d) mix and
form four mass eigenstates called neutralinos χ˜0i (i = 1, 2, 3, 4). The charged higgsinos (H˜
+
u
and H˜−d ) and winos (W˜
+ and W˜−) mix and form two mass eigenstates with charge= ±1
called charginos χ˜±i (i = 1, 2). By convention, these mass eigenstates are labeled in ascend-












. The lightest neutralino, χ˜01,
is usually assumed to be the LSP, unless there is a lighter gravitino or unless R-parity is
not conserved. It is the only MSSM particle that can make a good dark matter candidate
[10]. The Higgs scalar mass eigenstates consist of two CP-even neutral scalars h0 and H0,
one CP-odd neutral scalar A0, and a charge +1 scalar H+ and its conjugate a charge −1
scalar H−.
1.4 SUSY Phenomenology
Due to inclusion of the additional mass terms in Lsoft, necessary for breaking SUSY, the
general MSSM contains more than 100 parameters (masses, phases and mixing angles).
Hence it is nearly impossible to study the complete parameter space of MSSM. To estimate
the ability of the CMS detector to discover SUSY special constrained models are chosen
as guidelines of what to expect if SUSY is realized in nature.
One of these constrained models is mSuGra (minimal Super Gravity) [10]. The speciality of
mSuGra is that it requires all squarks, sleptons, and Higgs bosons to have a common mass
m0 and all gauginos to have a common mass m1/2 at the GUT [14] scale. Mass splitting
between these particles occurs when the masses are evaluated at the weak scale using
the Renormalization Group Equations (RGE) [15]. This feature of mSuGra makes it the
7
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SUSY model with the least number of parameters. The five parameters which characterize
a point in the mSuGra space are commonly chosen as m0, m1/2, sign(µ), A0, tan β. The
parameter A0 is the common value of the Higgs-sfermion-sfermion coupling, µ the SUSY
conserving Higgs mass and tan β is the ratio of the vacuum expectation values of the two
MSSM Higgs doublets.
The dominant sparticle production mechanism in a proton-proton collider like the LHC is
for most SUSY models gluon-gluon and gluon-quark fusion as presented in Fig. 1.2. The
relative contributions of the depicted production processes vary for the different parameter
sets. The corresponding cross-sections can be found in Ref. [16]. Should for example
SUSY be realized with the parameter-set LM1, the gluino would be heavier than any of
the squarks, the production of q˜g˜ (Fig. 1.2 d - f ) would be dominant (52%) and the second
leading contribution would be squark-pair production (Fig. 1.2 g - j ) with 29% [16]. The
relative contributions of decay processes depend on the parameter sets as well, e.g. at LM1
the dominant decay process of the gluino would be g˜ → qq˜. This decay is always dominant
when kinematically allowed. If gluinos are heavier than any of the squarks the decay chain
of the produced sparticles is expected to be [16]:
g˜ → q˜q¯, q˜ → qχ˜. (1.8)
For gluinos lighter than any of the squarks a typical decay chain would be instead:
q˜ → g˜q, g˜ → qq¯χ˜. (1.9)
When some of the squarks are lighter and some heavier than the gluino the possible decay
chains become more complicated. Fig. 1.3 shows two possible cascade decays of the gluino
into the final LSP. The experimental signature corresponding to these decay chains, typical
for a wide range of parameter-sets in R-parity conserving MSSM SUSY models, is:
1. Large missing energy originating from the two lightest stable particles in the final
states of the squark and gluino decays. These lightest stable particles are assumed
to be neutral in accord with cosmological arguments [9]. They would therefore not
interact with the detector and remain undetected.
2. Multiple jets produced in the hadronic decays of the squarks and gluinos. Due to the
mass difference between the primary SUSY particles and their decay products these
jets are commonly of high momenta.
3. Multiple leptons produced in cascade decays like the one shown in Fig. 1.3 (b).
R-parity conserving SUSY events are characterized by their signature as n leptons +
m jets + 6ET , where m,n ≥ 0, and 6ET is the component of missing transverse energy
emitted transverse to the beam pipe. In hadron colliders only the transverse component
of the missing energy is a meaningful observable. To discover SUSY and identify in which
way SUSY is realized in nature, it is necessary to cover as many of the various signatures






























































Figure 1.2: Feynman diagrams for gluino and squark production at hadron colliders from gluon-
gluon and gluon-quark fusion. These production mechanisms are dominant at proton-proton col-


















Figure 1.3: Two of the many possible examples of gluino cascade decays [10].
At the e+e− collider LEP at CERN (1989 - 2000) and the Tevatron [17] pp¯ collider located
at Fermilab searches for these topologies have been conducted and the results have been
interpreted in terms of the mSuGra and other SUSY models [11]. The resulting limits
within the mSuGra framework are presented in Fig. 1.4(a) for the CDF experiment in
the (mg˜,mq˜) plane and in Fig. 1.4(b) for the D0 experiment in the (m0,m1/2) plane for
fixed values of A0, tan β and µ. The theoretical limits shown in this figure correspond to
parameter combinations which don’t allow for a valid mSuGra solution or for electroweak
symmetry breaking. The presented CDF and D0 limits result from squark and gluino
searches in multi-jet final states with missing transverse energy. The LEP limits have been
obtained from slepton and chargino searches assuming squark and slepton mass unifica-
tion. The chargino decays, in the mass range accessible at LEP energies, are mediated by
virtual W and sfermion exchange. Chargino searches have been conducted for all-hadronic
(qq¯′qq¯′χ˜01χ˜01), mixed (qq¯′lνχ˜01χ˜01) and fully leptonic (lνlνχ˜01χ˜01) topologies, no excess over
SM background has been observed. Slepton searches at LEP have been conducted for final
states consisting either of two leptons whose difference in azimuth is smaller than 180◦ or
of one single energetic electron. Two lepton final states are expected for pair-produced




• Smuon masses below 95 GeV to 99 GeV (depending on mχ˜0
1
) are excluded if the
µ˜R − χ˜01 mass difference is larger than 5 GeV.
• Stau masses smaller than 86 to 95 GeV are excluded, if the stau−χ˜01 mass difference
is larger than 7 GeV.
• Selectron masses below 100 GeV are excluded for mχ˜0
1
< 85 GeV.
A limit of 73 GeV on the selectron mass can be deduced from the search for a single
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Figure 1.4: Regions in the (mg˜,mq˜) plane excluded by CDF Run II (a) and regions excluded in
the (m0,m1/2) plane by D0 Run II (b), the chosen values of A0, tanβ and µ are denoted in the
figures. Theoretical limits and search limits from earlier experiments are also shown.
The high center-of-mass energy at the pp¯ collider LHC will allow to extent these current
exclusions limits or to discover SUSY. In pp¯ collisions, the most copiously produced SUSY
particles are expected to be the colored ones corresponding to multi-jet event topologies.
The present analysis studies the full-hadronic search channel based on large missing energy,
multiple hard jets and no leptons. The particular properties of the studied search channel
are exploited to develop a search method with high background suppression and SUSY
signal efficiency, but also safety against systematic uncertainties.
Table 1.4: mSuGra parameter values and leading order cross-sections for the different parameter-
sets studied in this analysis. Masses are given in units of GeV [16].
Point m0 m1/2 tan β sign(µ) A0 σ LO(pb)
LM0 200 160 10 + -400 110
LM1 60 250 10 + 0 16.1
LM2 185 350 35 + 0 2.4
LM3 330 240 20 + 0 11.8
LM4 210 285 10 + 0 6.7
LM5 230 360 10 + 0 1.9
The mSuGra parameter-space can be divided into separate regions with similar event
topologies, depending on the mass differences between the various gluinos and squarks.
The studied parameter-sets are placed in different parameter-space regions thus covering
a wide range of possible topologies. The sets are given in Table 1.4 and depicted as
points in the m0 - m1/2 plane for fixed values of tan β, A0 and sign(µ) in Fig. 1.5. Some
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Figure 1.5: The (m0,m1/2) plane for fixed values of A0, tanβ and µ, the positions of the studied
parameter-sets are marked by stars (Ref. [16]). The regions shaded in yellow or turquoise are
excluded theoretically, either because the τ˜1 would be the LSP or because there is no radiative
electroweak symmetry breaking possible. The regions excluded by LEP and Tevatron experiments
are shaded in bright blue and violet respectively. Also shown are the regions of interest for the
decay of the χ˜02 (yellow dashed areas delineated by thin green lines.)
are indicated by an area shaded in light blue, the theoretically excluded regions are shaded
in yellow and turquoise.
Even though the full-hadronic channel has a high sensitivity to SUSY signals, it is also a
particularly challenging channel at a hadron collider. The main reasons are the overwhelm-
ingly large cross-section of QCD multi-jet production and also the systematic uncertainties
on the jet energy resolution of the detector. The following chapter concentrates therefore
on the physics at hadron colliders and the design and performance of the CMS detector.
A possible extension of the presented analysis could exploit the flavor of the produced jets,
as extracted e.g. by b-tagging algorithms. The additional information about the b-jet
multiplicity could be used to suppress background from light pair-produced quarks and
to constrain the SUSY parameter-space in case of a discovery. A well performing and
understood pixel detector is crucial for an effective b-tagging. A part of the next chapter
is therefore dedicated to a comparison of cosmic ray data with simulation.
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Chapter 2
LHC and the CMS Detector
The Compact Muon Solenoid (CMS) detector is one of the four large detectors at the
Large Hadron Collider (LHC). LHC is situated at the European Organization for Nuclear
Research (CERN) on the border between France and Switzerland. CERN was founded in
1954. It has hosted several large particle accelerators over time, first the 28 GeV Proton
Synchrotron (PS), then the Super Proton Synchrotron (SPS), then the e+e− collider LEP
(Large Electron-Positron collider), and currently the LHC. The LHC is the worlds most
powerful particle accelerator.
2.1 Physics at Proton - Proton Colliders
The task of particle colliders, like the LHC, is to collide as many particles as possible with
energies high enough to create new particles. The cross section σ of a physics process gives
a measure for its probability. The event rate dNdt of a certain process is proportional to its
cross section, the factor of proportionality is the luminosity L.
dN
dt
= L · σ (2.1)
High energy particles, with enough energy for collisions, are accelerated in the electrical
fields of several cavities. One advantage of ring accelerators, like the LHC, is that particles
can be accelerated many times by the same cavities. The luminosity for the collision of
two bunches containing n1 and n2 particles, depends on the frequency f with which these
particles circulate inside the ring:
L = f n1n2
4πσxσy
, (2.2)
where a gaussian beam distribution has been assumed. The root-mean-square (r.m.s.) of
this gaussian σx and σy are the transverse beam profiles in horizontal (x) and vertical (y)
direction.
One advantage of the proton-proton collider LHC is the negligible energy loss ∆E by
synchtrotron radiation. This is due to the large radius r of the ring and the relatively high
13
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proton mass m. The relation between the energy loss of a particle per orbit, its energy (E)
and mass (m) and the radius (ρ) of the collider is:






However, proton-proton colliders collide composite particles and only direct inelastic colli-
sions of the partons lead to “interesting” processes, in which heavy particles are generated.
Elastic collisions are not of interest for high energy particle physics analysis such as the
one presented here and are therefore regarded as detector pollution.










where xa and xb are the energy fractions carried by the interacting partons and
√
s = 2E.
Typically every inelastic collision is accompanied by several elastic collisions. To distinguish
between the particles created in inelastic and elastic collisions the concept of the underlying
event has been introduced. The underlying event in a hadron-hadron interaction consists of
all particles from a single proton-proton collision except those from the process of interest.
The cross section σ for an elementary process at proton-proton colliders depends on the








where the partonic cross-section σˆ can be calculated for the different processes. The func-
tion fi(xi, Q
2) is called parton density function (pdf). The parton density function can be
regarded as the probability that parton i takes part in a hard scattering process with the
total momentum transfer Q2 and carries the momentum fraction xi. The parton density
functions used at the LHC are determined amongst others by experiments at the hadron-
electron collider HERA [18, 19]. Their knowledge is crucial for physics at the LHC. The
partonic density functions for the partons (quarks and gluons) in the proton are shown in
Fig. 2.1. The protons consists of three valence quarks two up quarks and one down quark,
gluons and several additional pairs of quarks and corresponding anti-quarks (sea-quarks).
With the high luminosity and centre-of-mass energy expected at the LHC, a range of
processes with widely different cross-sections can be covered. Fig. 2.2 shows the cross-
sections and event rates, at a luminosity of L = 1034 cm−2 s−1, for various processes as
a function of the center-of-mass energy. The design energy at the LHC
√
s = 14 TeV is
marked in this figure by the vertical dashed line. Drastic selection requirements have to
be used to filter rare events, like the one studied in this thesis, from the large number of
produced events. The detection of signatures corresponding to interesting events is further
complicated by signals stemming from particles of previous bunch crossings which still
linger inside the detector. These signals are commonly called pile-up events.
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Figure 2.1: Parametrization of parton distribution functions inside the proton [20].
2.2 LHC Design
The LHC [1] is a ring accelerator buried 50 m to 175 m below surface, with a circumference
of 27 km. Two beams of protons (or heavy ions) counter rotate in continuous vacuum inside
the LHC. The two beams circle in two different rings with separate superconducting magnet
dipole and quadrupole fields. The LHC has 1 232 dipole magnets with a design operating
magnetic field of 8.4 T at 14 TeV. To reach this magnetic field the magnets are cooled
with superfluid helium to a temperature of 1.9 K. Proton-proton collisions take place at
the four interaction points. The first collisions at the LHC have been observed 2009 with
0.9 and 2.36 TeV. In 2010 the collision energy of the LHC has been ramped up to 7 TeV.
In the future collision energies of 10−14 TeV will be achieved. The plan is to run the LHC
in 2010 and 2011 at 7 TeV until an integrated luminosity of 1 fb−1 is reached.
15
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Figure 2.2: Cross sections and event rates of various processes as a function of center-of-mass
energy at proton-proton colliders [21].
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2.3 CMS Detector
The CMS detector (Fig. 2.3) [2, 22] is a multi-purpose detector. It detects particles
generated in collisions and determines their properties. The name of the detector, Compact
Muon Solenoid, phrases its basic properties: a compact design, an emphasis placed on a
highly efficient muon detection and measurement, and the fact that the detector is built
around a single superconducting solenoid.













Figure 2.3: The CMS detector [22].
The compactness of the CMS design can be estimated by a comparison to the other multi-
purpose detector at the LHC, ATLAS. The CMS detector weighs 12 500 tons, which is
twice the weight of ATLAS, but with its length of 21 m and its diameter of 15 m it is eight
times smaller than ATLAS.
The highly efficient muon system of CMS is crucial for discovering new physics, as muons
provide clean signatures for a wide range of physics. The muon system measures the muon
momentum precisely and provides fast information to decide if an event is "interesting” or
not.
To measure the charge and momentum of charged particles, particle detectors need a
magnetic field [22] which bends their tracks according to their momentum. The magnet
used in the CMS detector is a superconducting solenoid with a field of 4 T. Its length is
13 m and its inner diameter is 5.9 m. The magnet is kept superconducting with liquid
helium. The magnet stores an energy of 2.7 GJ. The magnetic induction is about 4 T in
17
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the coil and in the innermost section of the endcap yoke, and about 1.7 T in the barrel
part of the return yoke and in the outermost disk of the endcap yoke.
The detector is built in an onion-like structure surrounding the interaction point (Fig.
2.3) with the intention to discriminate between particles with different energy losses and
different ranges in material. Electrons and photons shower mainly in the Electromagnetic
Calorimeter, where their energy can be measured precisely. Hadrons which interact via the
strong interaction deposit most of their energy in the Hadronic Calorimeter. Muons are
the only charged particles which traverse the iron return yoke plates and reach the Muon
System.
The cartesian coordinate system (x, y, z) of the CMS detector is right-handed, the nominal
interaction point is the origin and the x-axis is pointing towards the center of the LHC





















The different detector parts are described in the following sections.
2.3.1 Muon System
Three types of gaseous detectors are used in the muon system [23] (Fig. 2.4), Drift
Tubes (DT), Cathode Strip Chambers (CSC) and Resistive Plate Chambers (RPC). These
gaseous detectors are chosen to fit the requirements in the different environments of bar-
rel and endcap. Drift Tubes (DT) are the ideal detectors for the large area of the barrel
(|η| < 1.2) with its relatively low rate and low residual magenetic field (less than 1 T).
They are designed to provide an excellent spatial resolution. CSCs provide a relatively
precise spatial and time resolution even in the high magnetic field and high particle rate
environment of the endcap region (|η| < 2.4). DTs and CSCs are supplemented in barrel
and endcap by Resistive Plate Chambers (RPC), which have worse spatial resolution, but
a much better time resolution.
2.3.2 Hadron Calorimeter
The main task of the hadron calorimeter is to stop strongly interacting particles and to mea-
sure their energies. When the transverse component of the energies is measured precisely,
the missing transverse energy can be calculated. Thus non-interacting particles such as
18
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Figure 2.4: Longitudinal cut of the CMS Muon System, the dashed lines indicate different
pseudo-rapidities |η| [22].
neutrinos or supersymmetric lightest stable particles (LSP) can be seen indirectly. There-
fore, the hadron calorimeter is built of absorber material with short interaction lengths
(e.g. brass) and provides an almost full angular coverage |η| < 5.
The calorimeter is divided into four parts. Three parts lie inside the magnet coil, the barrel
hadron calorimter (HB), which covers the region |η| < 1.3, two endcap hadron calorimeters
(HE), which cover |η| < 3, and the forward calorimeter (HF) covering 3.0 < |η| < 5.0. The
outer calorimeter (HO) is located outside of the magnet to improve the shower containment.
Fig. 2.5 shows the η coverage of HB, HE, the barrel electromagnetic calorimeter (EB) and
the endcap electromagnetic calorimeters (EE).
Barrel Hadron Calorimeter and Endcap Hadron Calorimeter:
The absorber material used inside the barrel and the endcap is brass, which has a reason-
ably short interaction length (λI(Cu)= 15.06 cm). Plastic scintillator tiles are the active
medium which detects energy deposited inside the barrel and the endcap. The readout is
done by wavelength shifting plastic fibers.
The Barrel Calorimeter is divided into two half barrels, which are structured into eighteen
20◦ wedges in φ [25]. Each wedge consists of alternating 17 layers of 50 mm thick brass
plates and 4 mm thick readout scintillators. The total absorber thickness at 90
◦
is 5.82
interaction lengths (λI), the effective thickness increases as 1/ sin θ up to 10.6λI at |η| =
1.3.
The endcap hadronic calorimeters consists of eighteen 20◦ modules. These modules are
made of 19 layers of brass and scintillator. The total length of the calorimeter including
electromagnetic crystals, is about 10 interaction lengths (λI). The granularity of the
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Figure 2.5: Schematic view of one quadrant of the CMS calorimetry and tracking system. The
forward calorimeter HF covering 3.0 < |η| < 5.0 is not shown [24].
calorimeters is ∆η × ∆φ = 0.087 × 0.087 for |η| < 1.6 and ∆η × ∆φ = 0.17 × 0.17 for
|η| ≥ 1.6.
Forward Hadronic Calorimeters:
The forward hadronic calorimeter improves the measurement of the missing transverse
energy and enables the identification and reconstruction of very forward jets. The forward
calorimeters are located 11.2 m from the interaction point and have a length of 1.65 m and
a radius of 1.4 m. Each forward calorimeter is constructed of 18 wedges. The wedges are
made of steel absorbers and embedded radiation hard quartz fibers running parallel to the
beam axis. This fibers provide a fast collection of Cherenkov light [26].
Outer Hadronic Calorimeter:
The outer calorimeter absorbs the strong interacting particles which reaches the region be-
yond the magnet. This calorimeter increases the effective thickness of the hadron calorime-
ter to over 10 interaction lengths. The outer calorimeter consists of two layers of scintilla-
tors on either side of an iron absorber. The outer calorimeter is located outside the solenoid
but inside the barrel muon system. It is divided into five rings.
2.3.3 Electromagnetic Calorimeter
In the Electromagnetic Calorimeter (ECAL) [27] scintillating crystals absorb the radiation
deposited by electromagnetically interacting particles, photons and the electromagnetic
component of jets. To measure the energy of electromagnetically charged particles as pre-
cisely as possible the particles have to be stopped inside the Electromagnetic Calorimeter.
To keep the Electromagnetic Calorimeter small the scintillating crystals in the CMS detec-
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tor consist of lead tungstate (PbWO4), which has a short radiation length (X0 = 0.89 cm).
The scintillating crystals are fast (80% of the light is emitted within 25 ns) and radiation
hard (up to 10 MRad) which is important in the high radiation environment inside the
CMS detector.
The photodetectors which detect the light emitted by the crystals are silicon avalanche
photodiodes (APDs) in the barrel and vacuum phototriodes (VPTs) in the endcap. These
photodiodes and phototriodes have a high intrinsic gain which amplifies the low light yield
(30γ/MeV) of the scintillators.
The electromagnetic calorimeter is divided into a barrel section (EB) and endcaps (EE)
(Fig. 2.5). The barrel has a length of ∼ 6 m, an inner radius of 1.3 m and an outer radius
of 1.8 m. It covers a pseudo-rapidity range up to 1.48. The front face of the crystals points
towards the interaction region. The endcaps are located at |z| = 314 cm. The volume of
the barrel crystals is 22× 22× 230 mm3.
A preshower device in front of the endcaps consists of a lead absorber, which covers a range
from 1.65 < |η| < 2.61, and 2 planes of silicon strip detectors for readout, with a pitch
of 1.9 mm. This device improves neutral pion and photon separation. The lead absorber
initiates photon showers.
2.3.4 Inner Tracking System
The inner tracking system [2, 28] is the innermost part of the detector and is built close
to the beam pipe. Its purpose is to measure particle trajectories with high precision to
obtain good momentum resolution. The tracker reconstructs muons, isolated electrons and
hadrons tracks with an efficiency of better than 98%. It has a high spatial resolution to
identify tracks coming from detached vertices and is robust enough to sustain the strong
radiation environment. Furthermore it is built as thin (small number of radiation lengths)
as possible to prevent e.g. electrons from radiating before they reach the electromagnetic
calorimeter.
The inner tracking system is based on silicon detector technology and is divided into two
parts:
• The silicon microstrip detectors in the region of intermediate particle fluxes (r >
20 cm).
• The silicon pixel detectors, closest to the interaction vertex (at a radius r > 4 cm).
This is the region of high particle fluxes, ≈ 2MHz/mm2 at a radius of r ≈ 4 cm,
falling to 60 kHz/mm2.
Both detectors are semiconductor detectors. The readout of all tracker sub-detectors is
analog using the information of the charge deposited on each strip or pixel. The charge-
sharing among neighbouring pixels or strips in the barrel is mainly due to Lorentz drift in
the 4 T magnetic field. However, in the forward detector the main source of charge-sharing
is the average impact angle of 20◦ with respect to normal incidence. Analog pulse-height
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readout improves the resolution compared to a digital readout, for which the resolution of
the detector is determined by the pixel or strip size.
Silicon Strip Detector Fig. 2.6 shows the design of the silicon strip detector. It can be
Figure 2.6: The CMS Silicon Strip detector, consisting of TID, TIB, TOB, TEC. The Silicon
Pixel detector is indicated as pink tube in the center [28].
divided into four parts: Tracker Inner Barrel (TIB), Tracker Outer Barrel (TOB), Tracker
Inner Disks (TID) and Tracker End Cap (TEC). Together, these parts cover a cylindrical
volume with a length of 5.4 m, an inner radius of 0.2 m and an outer radius of 1.2 m.
Inner and outer barrel have a different design to accommodate the requirements given by
the corresponding particle flux environments. The particle flux depends on the distance
to the beam pipe. The TIB is close to the beam, its granularity has to be high to separate
between neighbouring tracks. To achieve this resolution the distances between the single
strips are very small (strip pitch 80 µm to 120 µm) and the thickness of the sensors
is 320 µm. A second micro-strip detector module is mounted back-to-back with a stereo
angle of 100 mrad with respect to the modules in the first two layers and rings, respectively
of TIB, TID, and TOB, as well as rings 1, 2 and 5 of the TECs. With this second detector
module the single point resolution is 230 µm in z and 23 − 34 µm in the r − φ direction
in the TIB. For the larger pitches, the analog readout does not significantly improve the
resolution, as most of the charge is deposited on a single strip. The occupancy in the TIB
is ∼ 2− 3% per strip and LHC bunch crossing.
The TOB works in an environment with lower particle fluxes where the single point reso-
lution can be reduced to keep under control the overall cost of the tracker. Wider pitches
between the strips (120 µm to 180 µm), longer strips and thicker silicon sensors (500 µm)
are used in the outer barrel. The single point resolution of the Outer Barrel is 35 µm in
the r − φ directions and 530 µm in z. The occupancy in the outer barrel is ≈ 1%/LHC
crossing.
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The full silicon strip detector covers the region |η| < 2.5. The operating temperature is
around −20◦ C to ensure that the silicon survives the high radiation environment.
Silicon Pixel Detector: The main tasks of the pixel detector are the reconstruction of
primary and secondary vertices from b− and τ− decays, and the formation of seeds for








Figure 2.7: Sketch of the CMS pixel detector [29] (a) and its pseudorapidity coverage [2] (b).
The pixel detector, presented in Fig. 2.7(a), consists of three 53 cm long barrel layers at
mean radii of 4.4, 7.3 and 10.2 cm and two endcap disks at each side of the barrel with an
inner radius of 6 cm and an outer radius of 15 cm. The disks are placed at |z| = 34.5 cm
and 46.5 cm. This arrangement of the barrel layers and endcap discs gives three tracking
points over almost the full range of −2.5 < η < 2.5 as visible in Fig. 2.7(b). The sensitive
area of the pixel detector is ≈ 1m2 for a total of 66 million pixels. The size of the pixel
cell surface of 100 × 150 µm2 has been chosen to achieve similar track resolution in both
r − φ and z directions and to allow a 3D vertex reconstruction. The minimal pixel cell
size is dictated by the readout circuit area required for each pixel. The necessity of a high
radiation tolerance has led to the choice of the so called n-on-n concept. The pixel consists
of high dose n-implants on a high resistance n-substrate. The sensors are bump-bonded
to highly integrated readout chips (ROC). Each ROC is connected to 52× 80 pixels.
In contrast to the strip detector the deposited charge in the pixel detector is often shared
among several pixels. Using an analogue charge readout a spatial resolution of 15− 20 µm
is achieved. Each pixel sensor has an adjustable threshold and only signals above this
threshold are accepted by the ROC. They are then marked with a time-stamp derived
from the 40 MHz LHC bunch crossing clock, and stored for readout. In the ROC the
signals from individual pixels are amplified and shaped. The analogue optical signals
generated by the ROCs are received in the underground service cavern by 8-bit Front End
Driver boards (FED). Each of the 40 pixel FED has analog optical receivers, flash ADCs
(Analog-to-Digital Converters) and FPGAs (Field Programmable Gate Arrays) to decode
the analogue signal into pixel addresses and digitized charge information.
In 2008 the mean readout thresholds were set to 3829 and 2941 electrons, with an r.m.s. of
417 and 236 electrons for the barrel and endcap, respectively [29]. The readout thresholds
were lowered in 2009 to 2733±196 electrons in the barrel detector and 2483±163 electrons in
the forward detectors. In addition to the readout threshold an in-time threshold is defined
which requires the time-stamp of the recorded signal to match the trigger bunch crossing.
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Due to the finite rise time of the shaped signal in the ROC the in-time threshold is in general
higher than the absolute readout threshold. Small signals cross the absolute threshold later
than large signals and can be time-stamped in the subsequent bunch crossing, this is called
time walk effect [30]. The in-time thresholds for cosmic ray muons are even higher than
those for collisions due to their random arrival in time [29].
Pixel clusters are formed from adjacent pixels with charge above the readout threshold.
Both side and corner adjacent pixels are included in the cluster. The cluster charge is
defined as the sum of the charges deposited in the corresponding pixels. The cluster
position is interpolated using the charge information from all pixels in the cluster [31].
A sufficiently accurate conversion from the digitized signal to the charge in electrons is
necessary for a precise reconstruction of the hit position.
This ADC to electron conversion is basically divided into two steps. First, the pixel re-
sponse is calibrated by injecting a controlled amount of charge on each ROC and measuring
the the pixel pulse height response in ADC units. The injected charge is controlled by a
DAC (Digital-to-Analog Converter) and therefore measured in VCAL units. Secondly, a
conversion from VCAL units into electrons is performed. The relation between the charge
in electrons Q and in VCAL units is given by:
Q = x ·V CAL+ y, (2.10)
The values of x and y are obtained using one barrel pixel module and x-ray sources of
known energy [32]:
x = 65.5 ± 8.9 , y = −414 ± 574 (2.11)
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Figure 2.8: a) ADC response in 2008 data as a function of injected charge in VCAL units. b)-c)
Distributions of gains and pedestals for all pixels [29].
The first calibration step of this conversion was repeated during data taking in 2008 and
2009. The ADC response as a function of the injected charge in VCAL units is shown
in Fig. 2.8 (a). The response is approximately linear below saturation at about 45 000
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electrons and the conversion factor is taken from a linear fit to this region. The inverse of
the slope and the intercept from the fit are the gain and pedestal parameters. The pedestal
and gain are determined for each pixel and are depicted in Fig. 2.8 (b-c).
2.4 Comparison of Cosmic Ray Data with Simulation
In October-November 2008, the CMS pixel detector took its first data with a magnetic
field of 3.8 T (Cosmic Run At Four Tesla, CRAFT) [29]. The goal of these data taking
exercises was to commission the CMS detector before the start of collisions. Of the 270 mil-
lion cosmic-ray-triggered events, approximately 85 000 tracks traversed the pixel detector
volume and about 257 000 clusters were reconstructed. In the year 2009 a second CRAFT
exercise was performed and the very first collision data analyzed. The lessons learnt from
CRAFT 2008 have helped to significantly improve the performance of the pixel detector
and its simulation.
In this section the pixel cluster charge measured with data from cosmic muons in CRAFT
2008 is compared to simulation. The GEANT4 package [22, 33], which describes the
distribution of deposited energy, is used for the simulation of the detector response. The
drift of charge from each track subsegment and the mapping of the resulting 2-dimensional
charge distribution to the pixel geometry is performed by the CMS software [22]. A noise
contribution which follows a Gaussian distribution centered at zero is added to all hit
channels. The resulting output is the deposited charge per pixel in electrons. However, to
compare data and simulation the detector response is needed in ADC counts.
The following chain of calculation is used for the conversion:
V CAL = [Q− y]/x (2.12)
Q(ADC) = p3 + p2 · tanh(p0 ·V CAL− p1), (2.13)
where the charge Q in Eq. 2.12 is in electrons and p0, p1, p2 and p3 are fitting parameters.
The uncertainty on the measured x and y is taken into account by spreading their values
according to the measured r.m.s..
The ADC digitization is simulated by rounding the resulting charge value to the nearest
integer. Signals exceeding the ADC range (8 bits) are assigned the maximum allowed ADC
value. The simulated threshold has been set to 5200 electrons in the barrel and to 4500
electrons in the endcap. A smearing of 200 electrons in the barrel and 410 electrons in the
endcap pixel detector has been applied. The thresholds are chosen to match the effective
threshold in 2008. The effective threshold is higher than the absolute threshold due to the
time walk effect. The simulated and the measured detector response are passed to the same
reconstruction mechanism. The used track algorithm is the Combinatorial Track Finder
(CTF) [34].
The cluster charge depends on the impact angle of the incoming tracks. The more shallow
the angle between the track and the pixel module, the longer is the path of the track in
the sensor and the more charge is deposited. The angular distribution of reconstructed
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tracks has been compared to the prediction and found to be in good agreement [34]. To
study the cluster charge independently of the impact angle the charge is normalized to that
of a perpendicular track. The relation between the normalized charge Qnorm. (or simply





where s is the length of the path of the track in the pixel module, as calculated from the
impact angles, and st is the thickness (285 µm) of the pixel detector.
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Figure 2.9: Distribution of the normalized cluster charge in 103 electrons (ke) measured with
the barrel (left-hand side) and endcap (right-hand side) pixel detector after the cut on clusters
on the edge of modules (upper row) and after all selection cuts (lower row). The data points
show the measurement with cosmic ray muons and the solid line the simulation. The simulated
distributions are scaled up so that the number of clusters at the peak position is the same for data
and simulation.
To suppress detector noise only clusters associated to a track with a momentum larger than
4 GeV/c are accepted. In addition, clusters are rejected if located at the edge of modules,
as in this case part of the deposited charge might be lost. The charge distribution in data
is broader than in simulation and a peak around 5 000 e is observed (Fig. 2.9). This peak
is more pronounced in the endcap than in the barrel detector. Two main reasons have been
identified for the low-charge peak.
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High and varying readout thresholds: In a long cluster the charge deposited in some
of the pixels might be below the pixel readout threshold, as this threshold varies
from pixel to pixel. If the pixel is in the middle of a cluster the cluster is split into
two parts. The charge deposited in one of the two fragments is lower than what is
expected from the track impact angle. This effect is predicted by the simulation. In
2008 it was quite prominent as the readout thresholds were relatively high and had a
large variation from pixel to pixel. The fractional contribution of low charge clusters
from high and varying readout thresholds should be equal in data and in simulation,
provided that the simulation uses the correct values of the effective thresholds, their
r.m.s. and the variation of the pixel charge in electrons.
The time walk effect together with random arrival of cosmic ray muons: When
a cosmic muon is detected by the CMS trigger system, signals in the associated clock
cycle are read out. Signals in the previous and in the following clock cycles are lost.
For a muon which hits the pixel detector at the end of the associated clock cycle,
only the large amplitude signals might cross the readout threshold in time. In con-
trast, large amplitude signals might be lost if the muon hits the pixel detector before
the associated clock cycle. In this case only signals with a small amplitude cross
the readout threshold late enough to be in the right clock cycle. The signal of pixel
hits in a long cluster are in general of different amplitude, some of these hits might
therefore be lost due to the described effect. The cluster would be split. The charge
deposited in one fragment of this clusters would again be lower than what is expected
from the track impact angle. This effect is not described by the simulation. In the
simulation, the signals which are read out in the pixel detector cannot originate from
an earlier bunch crossing.
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Figure 2.10: Distribution of the normalized cluster charge in 103 electrons (ke) vs. ∆t as measured
in 2008 with data from cosmic ray muons, for the barrel (a) and for the endcap (b) pixel detector.
To test the second hypothesis, the arrival time of cosmic muons relative to the middle
of the clock cycle ∆t (determined by using the CMS muon system [35–37]) was studied.
Fig. 2.10 shows the deposited cluster charge Qnorm. as a function of ∆t for the barrel and
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endcap pixel detectors. Whereas the main peak at 25 ke is centered around ∆t = 0, the low
cluster charge peak is shifted towards negative ∆t values. A large fraction of the clusters
contributing to the low charge peak are associated to cosmic ray muons with early arrival
times with respect to the associated clock cycle. It was found that most of these clusters
are single pixel clusters (Fig. 2.11) and are associated to tracks with a shallow impact
angle, as is visible in Fig. 2.12 for the α angle in the barrel1. These two observations
indicate that the low charge clusters are indeed the remnants of long clusters.
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Figure 2.11: Distribution of the cluster size
for clusters with Qnorm < 10ke (blue line) and
for clusters with Qnorm > 10ke (red line) for
data data taken from cosmic ray muon showers
in the year 2008. The total number of clusters
Ntot associated to tracks with p > 4 GeV/c is
normalized to unity.
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Figure 2.12: Distribution of the angle α for
clusters with Qnorm < 10ke (blue line) and for
clusters with Qnorm > 10ke (red line) for data
data taken from cosmic ray muon showers in
the year 2008. The total number of clusters,
Ntot, associated to tracks with p > 4 GeV/c is
normalized to unity.
The two described effects are hard to distinguish, as the error on ∆t is large (≈ 5ns)
[36, 37]. To diminish the contribution of both effects further selection cuts are applied.
The relative contribution of the low charge clusters is largest for single pixel clusters ( Fig.
2.11). This observation is consistent with the assumption that low charge clusters are the
remnants of larger clusters, due to one of the two described effects. To reject this remnants,
clusters are required to include at least two pixels. Hits are also excluded if more than
one cluster is found within the same module or plaquette. Finally, to emulate the angle
distribution expected for collisions, tracks with a transverse impact angle larger than 12◦
from the normal to the sensor surface are excluded from the study.
The number of remaining clusters after each selection step is presented in Table 2.1. Both
the cluster size cut and the cut against clusters on the same modules remove a signif-
icant fraction of the low charge peak while keeping ∼ 80% and ∼ 70% of the clusters
with Qnorm > 10 ke for the barrel and endcap pixel detectors respectively. The angle
requirement removes most of the pixel hits, which is expected as the angle distribution in
collisions is different from that in cosmic showers. Hits in the endcap detectors are more
1Information about the local coordinate system of the pixel detector and the definition of the angles α
and β can be found in Appendix A.1.2.
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affected by this requirement as cosmic muons arrive at a very shallow impact angle while
tracks from collision should be almost perpendicular.
Table 2.1: Number of remaining clusters after each selection step in the pixel barrel detector and
in the pixel endcap detector for data taken from cosmic ray muon showers in 2008. The efficiency
of each selection cut with respect to the number of clusters selected by the track momentum cut
is given in parenthesis.
selection detector Qnorm < 10 ke Qnorm > 10 ke
no selection
barrel 16 443 269 242
endcap 5 092 38 819
track p > 4 GeV/c
barrel 14 924 (91%) 242 622 (90%)
endcap 4 633 (92%) 35 411 (94%)
clusters not on module edge
barrel 13 076 (80%) 234 778 (87%)
endcap 3 485 (68%) 32 995 (85%)
cluster size > 1 pixel
barrel 3 718 (23%) 186 971 (69%)
endcap 1 740 (34%) 32 027 (83%)
no neighboring clusters
barrel 1 301 (8%) 175 050 (65%)
endcap 827 (16%) 29 709 (77%)
angle constraint
barrel 37 (0.2%) 35 162 (13%)
endcap 6 (0.1%) 1 126 (3%)
In Fig. 2.9 the simulated charge has been shifted by the observed difference in peak
positions. The shapes of both distributions agree reasonably well after the selection.
To derive the most probable cluster charge and the width of the cluster charge distribution,
fits to a Vavilov function are performed. The Vavilov function can be used to describe the
energy deposition in thicker absorbers. The fit results are summarized in Table 2.2. In
addition to the cluster charge and most probable value, the width, the χ2/ndof of the
fit and the parameter κ are stated in Table 2.2. For very small κ values (κ < 0.01) the
Vavilov function converges to a Landau function, while for large κ values (κ > 10) the
function converges to a Gaussian. The width of the charge distribution agrees well with
the simulation. The simulated charge peak is shifted by 1 300 and 1 000 electrons in the
barrel and endcap respectively. The discrepancy is attributed to the uncertainty on the
scale factors applied to the data when converting the injected charge units into electrons.
Table 2.2: Most probable value (MPV), width, κ and χ2/ndof of the Vavilov function fitted to
the measured and simulated cluster charge. Errors represent the uncertainties on the fit.
data (103 electrons) simulation (103 electrons)
MPV width κ χ2/ndof MPV width κ χ2/ndof
Barrel 23.9±0.2 3.7±0.1 0.18±0.02 1.6 22.6±0.2 3.4±0.1 0.13±0.02 1.6
Endcap 21.5±1.0 3.3±0.8 0.1±0.1 0.9 20.5±0.4 2.7±0.3 0.06±0.05 0.7
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The presented comparison of data and simulation has helped to gain valuable insight into
the performance of the CMS pixel detector and the simulation. Differences between the
two have been understood. Subsequent studies performed in 2009 and 2010 have profited




From Event Generation to
Reconstruction
In order to span the gap between intricate theoretical models and the actual expected
output of a detector various tools have been developed. Together these tools help to
understand the detector response expected for particles produced according to a given
theoretical model.
• Event Generation:
Monte Carlo event generators like pythia [38], madgraph/madevent [39], alp-
gen [40] and herwig [41] take theoretical models as input and simulate the genera-
tion of events, i.e. sets of outgoing particles produced in the interaction between two
incoming particles. A detailed description of the techniques employed to simulate
the generation of events is given in Sect. 3.1.
• Detector Simulation:
The event generator output is taken and the interaction of the produced particles
with the detector is simulated. In combination with geant4 (Geometry and Track-
ing) [33], the whole detector including magnetic fields, material distribution and
properties are simulated. The energy loss and scattering of particles and their decay
products along with their path through the detector is calculated.
• Digitization:
The output from the previous step is taken and the response of the readout electronics
due to the interaction of generated particles with the detector is simulated.
• Object Reconstruction:
High-level objects, such as particle tracks, jets, vertices and their parameters get
reconstructed. This part of the reconstruction is the same for real and simulated
events. Different reconstruction mechanisms optimized for special tasks, for example
the reconstruction of jets with different jet reconstruction algorithms can be choosen
at this stage. The reconstruction of objects relevant for this analysis is presented in
detail in Sect. 3.2. The information about several trigger levels is also accessible at
this stage, and can be used to select events which are interesting for a given analysis.
31




Simulated final state particles
(after hadronization)
CMS Detector Detector Simulation





Figure 3.1: Steps towards comparing theoretical predictions and experimental data.
A comparison between the two chains leading to the reconstruction of high-level objects
such as jets created in proton collisions and simulated events is shown in Fig. 3.1.
3.1 Event Generators
The evolution of an event, illustrated in the schematic cartoon in Fig. 3.2, can be divided
into several steps. To summarize [38]:
1. During the collisions of two protons in the LHC the relevant substructure is charac-
terized by a set of parton distribution functions (Sect. 2.1).
2. One parton from each proton initiates a sequence of branchings, e.g. q → qg. These
branchings build up an initial-state shower.
3. One parton from each of the initial state showers enters the hard process, in which a
number of outgoing particles are produced. According to the number of ingoing and
outgoing objects one speaks of 2→ 2, 2→ 3 processes, etc.
4. The partons coming from the hard process may branch like the incoming partons.
Final-state showers are build.
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Figure 3.2: Schematic cartoon of a 2→ 2 hard scattering event [42].
5. Due to the strong force the outgoing partons hadronize [12, 38]. Most of the initially
produced color neutral hadrons are unstable and decay.
In order to simulate the physics in hadronic collisions from the hard scattering scale (100
GeV) down to the hadronization scale (1 GeV) two kinds of Monte Carlo (MC) techniques
exist, Matrix Element (ME) and Parton Shower generators.
• Matrix Element Calculation:
The ME technique is used for processes which correspond to leading or higher order
Feynman diagrams plus possible initial and final state radiation. Feynman ampli-
tudes are calculated to describe these processes. The integration over phase space
allows then to estimate cross-sections and to generate events. The parton density
functions (Sect. 2.1), determined by experiments, as well as model parameters of
Beyond Standard Model processes, are input to this part of the event generation
process.
• Parton showering and Hadronization:
Parton shower algorithms allow to simulate the successive parton splittings between
a given, possibly hard, scattering scale and the scale at which hadronization occurs.
Contributing terms of branching in QCD and QED are: q → qg, g → qq¯, g → gg,
q → qγ, e→ eγ, γ → e+e−. For both initial and final state radiation, the algorithm
creates a tree-structure of branching, controlled by the DGLAP evolution equation
[43]. The branching probability of a parton can be set according to its virtuality.
The Parton shower techniques have been found to deliver a good description for soft
and collinear radiation.
Two event generators are considered in this analysis, pythia and madgraph/madevent.
pythia contains a library of hard processes, most of them 2→ 2 processes, but also some
processes with a higher number of outgoing particles. Different models which describe the
hadronization process are also included. The default model in pythia is the Lund String
Model [38].
madgraph is a Matrix Element (ME) calculator, it calculates the amplitudes of leading
order Feynman diagrams, plus additional initial and final state radiation. The integration
over phase space is done in madevent.
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The combination of both event generators madgraph/madevent and pythia allows to
describe jet production from hard and widely separated QCD radiation (described well
by ME) up to the limit of soft and collinear emission (using the Parton shower tech-
nique and subsequent hadronization in pythia). The hard process is generated using
madgraph/madevent and the resulting output is passed to the pythia Parton shower
generator.
Special care needs to be taken to avoid double counting of events between samples with
different parton multiplicity at the ME level. For instance, two collinear partons at the ME
level can yield the same topology as a single shower confined in a small region of the phase
space. Also, a hard resolvable radiation emitted while showering cannot be distinguished
from an additional jet due to an extra parton at ME level. To avoid this problem the
phase space is divided into two regions, the region of soft and collinear radiation and the
region of hard and isolated radiation. Soft/collinear radiation should always be produced
by parton showering, hard and isolated radiation by the ME generator. The separation
is made by using a cutoff Qcut in the phase space. Two different classes of approaches to
solve this problem exist: CKKW algorithms (originally developed by S. Catani, F. Krauss,
R. Kuhn and B.R. Webber) [44, 45] and MLM algorithms (originally developed by M.L.
Mangano) [46, 47]. It has been shown that the physical results are rather independent of
the approach chosen [48].
The kT MLM algorithm [49] (a particular MLM scheme) is used for the samples in this
analysis.
3.2 Reconstruction
The present analysis concentrates on the search for SUSY events with multiple jets and
no leptons in the final state. The main concern is therefore the jet reconstruction quality
and especially the jet energy resolution. The following section deals with the different
steps of the jet reconstruction process and the applied jet quality criteria. In order to
separate the desired events from events containing leptons it is also necessary to efficiently
identify electrons and muons. The reconstruction of electrons and muons is summarized
in this section. No tau veto is applied in this analysis, due to the large uncertainties on
tau reconstruction.
Several kinematic variables are used in this section, their definition is based on the global
coordinate system of CMS (Appendix A). The most important variables are:
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• The transverse momentum pT : the momentum emitted transverse to the beam line.
• The longitudinal momentum pZ : the momentum emitted along the beam line.
3.2.1 Jet Reconstruction
Quarks and anti-quarks as produced in LHC collisions can only combine in color neutral
objects [12], via the strong force. The strong force between quarks increases with the
distance of the quarks. A new colour neutral pair of quarks is produced once the energy
of the force field is sufficiently high. Together with the initial quarks the produced quarks
can form new hadrons. After the hadronization process colorless hadrons are moving in
the same direction and appear as jets. Almost all hadrons interact with the hadronic
calorimeter material, charged hadrons also leave signals in the tracking system. Some
hadrons (e.g. π0 → γγ) have photons or electrons as decay products so a certain fraction
of the jet energy is stored in the electromagnetic calorimeter.
The goal of jet reconstruction algorithms is to reconstruct their energy and direction by
clustering,
either the energy deposits in the detector:
For the purpose of jet reconstruction towers are formed by adding signals in ECAL
and HCAL in (η, φ) bins corresponding to individual HCAL cells. Energy deposited
in towers by clusters of hadrons may be represented in an η-φ LEGO Plot as in Fig.
3.3. The reconstructed jets are referred to as calorimeter jets or simply jets in the
further course of this analysis.
or directly the stable hadrons as produced in the hadronization process:
This is obviously only possible in simulation where the four vectors of all hadrons are
known. These reconstructed jets are referred to as particle jets in the further course
of this analysis.
All jets studied in this analysis are reconstructed with the Iterative Cone Algorithm [22].
Calorimeter towers or particles with ET > 1 GeV are considered in decreasing order as
starting points (seeds) in an iterative search for stable cones such that all inputs with√
∆η2 +∆φ2 ≤ R from the cone axis are associated with the jet. In the chosen "Iterative
Cone 5" algorithm the cone radius R is set to 0.5. A cone is considered stable if its geometric
center agrees with the (η, φ) location of the sum of the constituent four vectors within a
given tolerance. Once a stable cone is found, it is declared a jet and its constituents are
removed from the remaining inputs.
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Figure 3.3: Lego plot of a multi-jet event showing the η-φ segmentation of the HCAL [22].
The jet transverse energy resolution for reconstructed jets with |η| < 1.4, as determined



















where ErecT is the energy of the reconstructed jet and E
MC
T the energy of the corresponding
particle jet. The first term in the equation is due to fixed energy fluctuations in the cone
from electronic noise, pile-up and underlying event energy, the second term comes from
the stochastic response of the calorimeter measurements and the last term is the constant
term from residual non-uniformities and non-linearities in the detector response.
3.2.2 Jet Energy Corrections
The goal of jet energy corrections is to correct the jet energy measured in the detector
to obtain the energy of the corresponding particle jet [50]. The energy measured in the
calorimeter deviates from the energy of this final state particle jet due to several reasons:
1. calorimeter noise;
2. energy depositions outside the jet-cone, the main source being the deflection of the
final state particles in the magnetic field of the detector;
3. an inhomogenous response of the calorimeter in different regions of the detector and
for particles of different momenta;
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4. particle dependent response due to fluctuations in the hadronization process.
In the present analysis only corrections for the effects described in point 2 and 3 are
applied. Due to the lack of data at this point the corrections are evaluated from MC
simulations. Plans exist to derive the necessary corrections as soon as possible from collision
measurements.
The particle jet energy EC is related to the uncorrected jet energy E by the following
formula:
EC = E × C(η)× C(pT ) (3.6)
where C(η) is the correction for the η dependence of the calorimeter response and C(pT ) is
the correction for the transverse momentum (pT ) dependence of the calorimeter response.
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200 < GenJet Pt < 300 GeV
Figure 3.4: Left) Jet response (pjetT /p
GenJet
T ) vs. η for particle jets 27 < pT < 35 GeV/c both
before and after η dependent corrections. Right) Same for 200 < pT < 300 GeV/c[50].
The purpose of the correction C(η) is to make the jet "response", i.e. the ratio in pT
between the the reconstructed jet and the corresponding particle jet (pjetT /p
GenJet
T ), flat as
a function of η. The reference value for this correction is the mean response in the |η| < 1.3
region, which is well covered by the barrel HCAL. The mean jet response in all η regions
is corrected to this value. Fig. 3.4 shows the distribution of pjetT /p
GenJet
T as a function of
η, before and after the correction in two different jet-energy ranges. The uncorrected jet
response is lower than the reference value at the calorimeter edges and higher at high |η|
regions. The over-response for jets pointing into high |η regions is due their large spread
in parallel momenta (pz) along the beam-line.
The correction factor C(pT ) is determined from jets in the central region of the calorimeter,
|η| < 1.3. The correction factors are chosen such that they correct the most probable value
of the reconstructed jet pT to the most probable value of the corresponding particle jet pT .
The correction factor as a function of the uncorrected jet pT is illustrated in Fig. 3.5.
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Figure 3.5: The correction factor C(pT ) as a function of the uncorrected jet pT [50].
3.2.3 Jet Quality Criteria
Only jets which fulfill quality criteria [24] on the jet pT , η and fem are used in this anal-
ysis. The electromagnetic fraction fem is the fraction of the total jet energy (E(ECAL) +





The jet energy resolution worsens with decreasing jet momentum (Eq. 3.5), therefore a
minimal requirement on the energy-corrected transverse momentum of the jets is useful.
The jet should also point into a detector region which is well covered by the HCAL detector
(Fig. 2.5), which constrains the allowed pseudo-rapidity. In MC studies an upper limit of
0.9 on fem has been found useful to reject electrons misidentified as jets. Furthermore in the
CRAFT 2008 cosmic run we learned that jets reconstructed in absence of collisions, e.g. due
to noisy towers in the HCAL, can be identified by their lack of energy in the electromagnetic
calorimeter [24]. This justifies a lower limit on the electromagnetic fraction. The selection
cuts are pT > 50 GeV/c, |η| < 3, 0.01 < fem < 0.9. Experience with collision data will
help to retune this values.
3.2.4 Muon Reconstruction
A good muon and electron reconstruction is necessary to separate leptonic background
from the desired full hadronic signal topology. The reconstruction algorithm used in this
analysis is the so-called global muon reconstructor. The global muon reconstuctor is based
on the standalone and the local muon reconstructor [51].
The local muon reconstructor reconstructs muon track segments inside the muon system
from hits measured with the different gaseous detectors in the muon system. The track
segments are taken as seeds for the standalone muon reconstructor. The seed define a region
of interest used for further reconstruction. The standalone muon reconstructor combines
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the reconstructed track segments of the local muon reconstructor with information from
the resistive plate chambers to form a complete track through the muon system, using the
Kalman filter technique [52]. This track is then extrapolated towards the beamline.
The global muon reconstructor combines the reconstructed tracks of the standalone muon
reconstructor with hits measured by the silicon tracker and the pixel detector. Muon
energy loss in the material and effects of multiple scattering are taken into account. A
refit is done to find the best track by matching the information from the muon and tracker
systems [22].
3.2.5 Muon Isolation
Three isolation techniques can be distinguished: ECAL isolation, HCAL isolation and
tracker isolation. The three techniques are based on the measurement of the momentum
(track isolation) or energy (HCAL and ECAL isolation) deposited into two cones around














Figure 3.6: Schematic illustration of the isolation cones. The muon direction at the vertex




ET ) in the outer cone, with the radius ∆Ra,
is computed, and the contribution of the muon itself is removed by excluding the veto cone, with
the radius ∆Ri [22].
of ∆R =
√
(∆η)2 + (∆φ)2, where ∆η and ∆φ are the difference in pseudorapidity and
azimuthal angle between the deposit and the cone axis, respectively. The radius of the
inner cone is ∆Ri, the radius of the outer cone is ∆Ra. The cone axes are defined by the
muon direction at the vertex.
The inner cone, also called veto cone, should contain most of the energy deposited by the
muon itself. The energy deposited in the veto cone, the veto value, is subtracted from
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Figure 3.7: Muon reconstruction and veto efficiency for muons as determined in the LM0 SUSY
sample. The efficiency is shown in black for the case that no isolation requirement is applied, in
blue if tracker isolation is required and in red if the combined relative isolation is used.
the energy deposited in the outer cone. The remaining energy, I(tracker), I(ECAL) and
I(HCAL) for tracker, ECAL and HCAL isolation respectively, should be close to zero if the
muon is isolated. Further information on the isolation algorithm, such as energy thresholds
of contributing tracks and calorimeter towers, can be found in Ref. [22].
The isolation criteria used in this analysis are a combination the three algorithms. They
allow for a high muon veto efficiency even for low momentum muons [53].
A muon is defined as isolated if:
I(tracker) < 5.0 for pT (µ) < 30 GeV/c
(I((ECAL) + I(HCAL) + I(tracker))/pT (µ) < 0.1 for pT (µ) > 30 GeV/c,
(3.8)
where A cut on the tracker isolation improves the muon veto efficiency for low momentum
muons compared to a cut on the combined relative isolation I(comb):
I(comb) = [I((ECAL) + I(HCAL) + I(tracker)]/pT (µ) (3.9)
as illustrated in Fig. 3.7. The veto efficiency is defined as the ratio between the number
of reconstructed and identified leptons and the number of all initial leptons generated in
the hard scattering process which fulfill the requirement pT > 5 GeV/c and |η| < 2.4.
3.2.6 Muon Quality Criteria
Certain quality criteria can be used to distinguish between muons created in the hard
scattering process of an event, muons generated in Kaon or pion decays in-flight and Kaons
or pions which reach the muon chamber and are therefore mis-identified as muons [54].
The most powerful quality criteria are the reduced χ2 of the global muon fit, the minimal
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distance between the reconstructed track and the beam spot measured transversally to the
beam-line (d0) and the number of hits in the silicon tracker associated to the muon track
(Nhits). The chosen selection requirements are a reduced χ
2 smaller than 10, d0 < 2 mm
and Nhits ≥ 11. These cuts are based on Monte Carlo studies and need to be refined with
collision data.
3.2.7 Electron Reconstruction
Electron and photon showers deposit their energy in several crystals in the electromagnetic
calorimeter (ECAL). Most of the energy (≈ 94%) of a single electron is contained in a 3×3
matrix of crystals, 97% is contained in a 5×5 matrix. However the presence of material
in front of the calorimeter results in bremsstrahlung and photon conversion. The strong
magnetic field spreads the energy deposit in φ. Search algorithms have been developed to
cluster those crystals in which the energy of one incident electron is deposited. The Hybrid
Supercluster Algorithm is used in the ECAL barrel and the Island algorithm in the endcap
[55].
The seed of the Hybrid supercluster algorithm is a collection of 3 to 5 contiguous crystals in
η. If such a seed is found a dynamic search for other collections close in φ is triggered. The
Island Algorithm builds clusters by connecting rows of crystals in η and in φ containing
energies decreasing monotonically when moving away from a seed crystal. The seed is a
crystal whose energy is a local energy maximum above a defined threshold. Superclusters
are build starting from the most energetic cluster and then collecting all the other nearby
clusters in a very narrow η-window and a much wider φ-window.
Electrons are reconstructed starting from superclusters in the electromagnetic calorimeter.
Superclusters are used to select trajectory seeds built by the combination of tracker hits
in the innermost tracker layers. The seeding algorithm makes use of pixel and TEC layers
(Sec. 2.3.4) in order to cover the forward region where the pixel detector becomes inefficient.
This seeding strategy is complemented by a tracker driven approach to cover cases of very
low pT electrons and non isolated electrons.
The seeds are then used to trigger the track finding. The track fit is performed using
a Gaussian Sum Filter (GSF) [56], which allows the track to be extrapolated out to the
ECAL surface, despite kinks due to radiated bremsstrahlung.
3.2.8 Electron Isolation
As for muons electron isolation is based on the momentum (tracker isolation) or energy
(HCAL and ECAL isolation) deposited in an inner and outer cone around the electron
track [55].
• tracker isolation:
The sum of pT of tracks in the inner veto cone is subtracted from the sum of pT of
tracks in the outer cone. The inner veto cone radius is 0.015, the outer cone radius
is 0.3. Only tracks with pT > 1 GeV/care taken into account.
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Figure 3.8: Electron reconstruction and veto efficiency for muons as determined in the LM0
SUSY sample. The efficiency is shown in black for the case that no isolation requirement is
applied, in blue if tracker isolation is required and in red if the combined relative isolation is used.
• ECAL isolation:
The energy deposited inside the inner cone as well as the energy deposited inside
strips of width η = 0.02 on both sides of the ECAL supercluster center are substracted
from the sum of the energy in the outer cone. The outer cone radius is set to 0.4,
the veto cone radius to 0.045 in the barrel, and 0.07 in the endcap. To minimize the
effect of calorimeter noise only crystals with energies above 0.08 GeV in the barrel
and 0.3 GeV in the endcap are taken into account.
• HCAL isolation:
The HCAL isolation variable is based on the energy deposited in the layers of hadron
calorimeter towers inside a cone centered on the electron supercluster position. The
outer cone radius is 0.4.
The following isolation requirements are used in this analysis:
I(tracker) < 3.0 for pT (µ) < 30 GeV/c
(I(ECAL) + I(HCAL) + I(tracker))/pT (µ) < 0.1 for pT (µ) > 30 GeV/c,
(3.10)
Like the muon isolation the electron isolation is studied in detail in Ref. [53]. The effect
of using the tracker isolation for low momentum electrons is illustrated in Fig. 3.8.
3.2.9 Missing Transverse Energy (calorimeter based)
To reconstruct the missing transverse energy [57] the transverse vector sum over the energy




(En sin θn cosφn~i+ En sin θn sinφn~j), (3.11)
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where the index n runs over the energy deposits in towers. Here ~i, ~j are the unit vectors
in the direction of the x and y axis of the CMS right-handed coordinate system (Appendix
A).
The resolution σ(EmissT ) can be parametrized according to the following form:
σ(EmissT ) = A⊕B
√∑





ET is the scalar sum over all energy deposits in individual calorimeter towers. The
above parametrization factorizes A, B, C into a priori uncorrelated effects. The A("noise")
term represents electromagnetic noise, pile-up (PU), and underlying event (UE) (sec. 2.1);
the B ("stochastic") term represents the statistical sampling nature of the energy deposits
in individual calorimeter towers; the C ("constant") term represents residual systematic
effects due to non-linearities, cracks and dead material; the D ("offset") term represents
the effects of noise and pile-up on
∑
ET . The resolution of E
miss
T has been studied for
simulated QCD dijet events. Figure 3.9 shows σ(EmissT ) vs. the total transverse energy∑
ET and a fit to the resolution. The resulting values of A, B, C and D are shown in
Table 3.1.
Table 3.1: Fit parameters of eq. 3.12 as estimated from MC simulation for QCD dijet events.
A 1.5± 0.3
B 1.03± 0.03





















Figure 3.9: Resolution σ(EmissT ) vs.
∑
ET for simulated QCD events. The resolution fit is
indicated by the black line [57].
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3.2.10 Trigger and Data Aquisition
The planned maximum bunch crossing rate at the LHC is about 40 MHz. On average 20
interactions will take place at one bunch crossing in this high luminosity phase of the LHC
(L ≈ 1034 cms−2 s−1). The corresponding data rate in the CMS detector will be of the
order of 1 GHz. Today′s storage devices are restricted to a storage capability of about
100 Hz at data rates of ∼100 MB/s.
However, only the interactions where partons collide inelastically are of interest at the
CMS detector.
The task of the trigger system is to reduce the amount of data, by identifying and storing
only “interesting” events. To fulfill this task, the trigger system rejects or accepts events
by certain criteria. The trigger system provides different triggers which vary in the used
criteria. The user can choose the trigger which fits best for his analysis in terms of signal
efficiency and background rejection. Criteria might be for example the lepton momentum
or the amount of energy stored inside the calorimeters.
The CMS triggersystem works in two steps to suppress the storage of “uninteresting” events.
The two steps are the Level-1 trigger and the High-Level trigger. The High-Level Trigger
System can be roughly divided into Level-2 and Level-3 triggers. At each level the sorting
criteria get stricter and the sorting more time consuming.
1. Level-1 Trigger [21]:
The Level-1 trigger uses coarsely segmented detector data from muon detectors and
calorimeters. The information of different subsystems is not combined. The high-
resolution data is held in pipeline memories. The Level-1 trigger is based on custom
electronics. The decision has to be available only 3.2 µs after the corresponding
bunch crossing, to limit the amount of data stored in the pipeline memories. The
Level-1 trigger lowers the passed rate of events to 100 kHz. Different thresholds
are used for low and high luminosity scenarios, due to the different amount of data.
Once the Level 1 trigger accepts an event, the high-resolution data is readout of the
front-end electronics and then piped to the High-Level trigger.
2. High-Level Trigger (HLT) [58]
The decision of this trigger system is based on PC farms running CMS software.
A Level-2 trigger uses typically only the information from the calorimeter and the
muon system. For the Level-3 triggers the information from distinct detector parts
are combined and full tracks are reconstructed. The HLT system reduces the event
rate to 100 Hz.
The special set of trigger chosen in this analysis is described in Sect. 4.4 .
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Supersymmetry in Multijet Events
The goal of the presented analysis is to compare several ways of searching for Supersym-
metry (SUSY) in events with multiple high momentum jets and a large fraction of missing
transverse energy. A common approach for such a SUSY search is to apply a strong cut
on calorimeter based missing transverse energy (EmissT ) (Sect. 3.2.9) in order to reject a
large part of the QCD multijet background [16]. Different alternatives to this approach
are studied and compared in terms of their performance in background rejection, signal
efficiency and robustness against systematic uncertainties.
4.1 Monte Carlo Data Samples
4.1.1 Signal
The low mass mSuGra [10] test points (LM0 - LM5 of Table 1.4) are generated with
pythia6 [38]. The program SoftSUSY [59] is used to solve the renormalization group
equations [15] and to calculate mass spectra of superparticles. The branching ratios are
computed using SUSY-HIT [60]. The leading order cross-section and the number of gener-
ated events are shown in Table 4.1. A list of the mSuGra parameter-sets used to generate
these samples has been given in Table 1.4 in Chapter 1. In the following events generated
with a special parameter-set X (X = 0, . . . , 5) are called LMX SUSY events.
4.1.2 Background
Background events for this search are non-SUSY events which fulfill the requirement of hav-
ing multiple hard jets, no reconstructed isolated leptons and containing missing transverse
energy. Missing transverse energy originates either from neutrinos escaping the detector,
from calorimeter noise, or from jets and leptons which have not been properly recon-
structed. Events which contain τ -leptons are also a background as no τ -veto is applied.
The following simulated data-sets have been investigated:
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Table 4.1: Leading order (LO) cross-section, obtained from pythia6 [38], and number of gener-
ated events for five different mSuGra parameter-sets. Further details about these parameter-sets
have been given in Table 1.4.
Sample σ LO (pb) # generated events
LM0 110 202 686
LM1 16.1 104 800
LM2 2.4 130 400
LM3 11.8 153 000
LM4 6.7 110 400
LM5 1.9 171 600
• Multijet QCD events simulated with madgraph/madevent (MG/ME) [39] in com-
bination with the parton shower algorithm provided by pythia (Sect. 3.1). The
MG/ME sample is produced in bins of HMET , where H
ME
T is the total scalar mo-
mentum of the matrix element partons (u, d, s, c, b). QCD radiation is described for
2→ 2, 3, 4 parton processes. To decrease the statistical uncertainties in the HMET =
250-500 GeV/c bin of the madgraph sample, an additional 50 million MG/ME
events are used, for which the detector response was modeled in a fast simulation [22]
in contrast to the full geant4 [33] simulation used for all other samples.
• tt¯ events simulated using MG/ME. Spin correlation in top decays is taken into ac-
count using the DECAY package [39]. QCD radiation is described for up to three
extra ME partons beside the top-quark pair system. The top decays inclusively and
without constraints on the momenta or direction of the decay products.
• W → ℓν events simulated with MG/ME. QCD radiation is described for up to four
ME partons. The W bosons are forced to decay into electron, muon and tau pairs.
• Z → ℓℓ¯ events simulated with MG/ME. QCD radiation is described from one to up
to four ME partons. The Z boson, which can be virtual, is generated with mZ >
50 GeV . The Z boson is forced to decay into electrons, muons and taus.
• Z → νν¯, events simulated with MG/ME. QCD radiation is described for up to four
ME partons. On generator level only events in which pT (Z) > 50 GeV/c are selected.
All samples are generated at center of mass energy of 10 TeV, using CTEQL6 Parton
Density Functions [61] and the underlying event tuning described in Ref. [62]. Table
4.2 states the cross-sections and the number of generated events for each of the various
background samples.
4.2 Kinematic Quantities
Several kinematic quantities are used in this chapter. The most prominent one is the miss-
ing transverse energy. Three different incarnations of this variable are utilized throughout
this text: 6 ~ET , ~EmissT and ~HmissT .
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Table 4.2: Leading order cross section and number of generated events for the Standard Model
(SM) samples studied in this thesis.
Sample σ LO (pb) # generated events
QCD (100 < HMET < 250 GeV/c) 15 000 000 12 662 923
QCD (250 < HMET < 500 GeV/c) 400 000 4 874 539
QCD (500 < HMET < 1000 GeV/c) 14 000 4 570 718
QCD (1000 < HMET <∞) 370 1 046 863
QCD (250 < HMET < 500 GeV/c) fast simul. 400 000 35 900 000
tt¯ 317 946 644
W → ℓν 40 000 9 745 661
Z → ℓℓ¯ 3 700 1 262 816
Z → νν¯ 2 000 1 018 866
• 6 ~ET is calculated on the level of generator truth before the detector simulation. It
is the negative vector sum of the transverse momenta of all n particles in the final
state of an event, except for neutrinos, muons or SUSY LSP (Sect. 1.3). Muons are
excluded from the calculation since they also do not contribute to calorimeter based
~EmissT (Sect. 3.2.9).




• ~EmissT is the calorimeter based missing transverse energy introduced in Sect. 3.2.9.
• ~HmissT is calculated from n reconstructed (Sect. 3.2.1) and energy corrected (Sect.





Another important quantity is the total scalar momentum in an event HT This quantity





For simplicity the absolute values of 6 ~ET , ~EmissT and ~HmissT are denoted by: 6ET , EmissT and
HmissT .
4.3 Properties of mSuGra Points
This section discusses the properties of mSuGra events. Characteristic observables are
compared on generator level. The event topology studied in this analysis has been in-
troduced in Chapter 1. The goal is to be sensitive to mSuGra events with multiple high
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Figure 4.1: Distribution of 6ET for a) events of the individual SM background processes and
LM1 SUSY events and, b) SUSY events of the five different parameter-sets and a combination of
all background events.
momentum jets, no leptons and large 6ET . The missing transverse energy is due to the
lightest stable particles 1 in the final states of the squark and gluino decays and is a ba-
sic property of R-parity conserving SUSY. Assuming that the Lorenz four-vectors of all
visible particles in the final state of an event are known the missing transverse energy 6 ~ET
due to escaping neutrinos and lightest stable particles can be calculated from energy and
momentum conservation (Sect. 4.2). This generator level equivalent to ~EmissT is presented
in Fig. 4.1(a) for different SUSY signal samples and a combination of all backgrounds.
The same quantity is shown for LM1 SUSY events and the standard model background
processes in Fig. 4.1(b). The contribution from SUSY events exceeds the standard model
expectations.
In this analysis events which contain isolated leptons are rejected (hadronic searches), in
contrast to which specifically ask for leptons, thus reducing the SM background. Hadronic
searches cover a wider part of the mSuGra parameter space but are more affected by QCD
multijet background. By rejecting events with leptons backgrounds from W → ℓν and tt¯
events can be reduced, as illustrated in Fig. 4.2(a). The number of expected electrons
plus muons which fulfill the selection cuts (|η| < 2.4 and pT > 10 GeV/c) is shown, once
for LM1 SUSY events and events of the different SM background processes (Fig. 4.2(a)),
and once for SUSY events generated with different parameter-sets and a combination of
all backgrounds (Fig. 4.2(b)). The number of expected muons or electrons in SUSY events
is directly related to the mass of sleptons and squarks. Should sleptons be lighter than
squarks the decay of neutralino or chargino into lepton + slepton can be favored over the
decay quark + squark [10], which would increase the total number of leptons in the event.
1χ˜01 for the parameter-sets studied in this analysis
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Nbr. of electrons + Nbr. of muons
(b)
Figure 4.2: Number of generated electrons plus muons for SM background events and LM1 SUSY
events (a) and for SUSY events of the five parameter-sets and a combination of all background
events (b). Both electrons and muons are required to fulfill pT > 10 GeV/c and |η| > 2.4.
A sizable amount of signal events remains even after the rejection of events containing
muons or electrons.
In the MSSM (Sect. 1), the primary SUSY particles are heavy. Depending on the mass
difference between them and their daughters the multiplicity (Fig. 4.3) and the momenta
of particle jets (Sect. 3.2.1) can be high. The largest jet momentum in an event (leading
jet pT ) is shown in Fig. 4.4, for SUSY events generated with different parameter-sets and
a combination of all backgrounds. Cuts on the jet momenta and multiplicity reduce the
contribution of SM background events while keeping a high signal efficiency for the SUSY
parameter-sets. In particular, the contribution of SM background decreases with increasing
jet multiplicity.
The distribution of the leading jet pseudo-rapidity (η) for SM background events and LM1
SUSY events is presented in Fig. 4.5(a). The distribution is similar for QCD, W → ℓν,
Z → νν¯ and Z → ℓℓ¯ events. In these events jets originate from initial state radiation or
from the underlying event, or for QCD events also from final state radiation. For tt¯ events
the distribution is nearly as steep as for SUSY events. In tt¯ events jets can originate from
the hadronic decay of aW -boson or from a b-quark and are generally of higher momentum
than jets from initial state radiation.
In Figure 4.5(b) the |η|-distribution is shown for SUSY events generated with different
parameter-sets. The higher the mean transverse momenta of the leading jets (Fig. 4.4)
the more central is their distribution in the detector.
These features of SUSY events are used in my event selection to suppress SM background,
while keeping a high signal efficiency.
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Figure 4.3: Multiplicity distribution of parti-







































Figure 4.4: pT distribution of the leading par-
ticle jet.
| leading jetη|










































Figure 4.5: |η| distribution of the leading particle jet (pT > 50 GeV/c), for SM background events
and LM1 SUSY events (a), and for SUSY events of the five parameter-sets (b). The individual
contributions are normalized to unit area.
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4.4 Online Selection
In this section the efficiencies of the various High-Level Trigger (HLT) paths (Sect. 3.2.10)
are discussed. The trigger efficiency is determined using MC generated events which are
passed through the detector simulation (Chapter 3). In particular, jet and missing energy
triggers have been studied in detail. The jets and EmissT in the HLT selection are computed
in the same way as the jets and EmissT in the offline selection (Sect. 3.2.1 and 3.2.9).
SUSY events generated with parameter-sets LM0 and LM1 are used to estimate the trigger
efficiency for signal events. The following jet triggers are found to be adequate for this
analysis:
• single jet trigger which requires at least one jet with jet transverse momentum larger
than 110 GeV/c (HLT 1 Jet),
• dijet trigger which requires at least two jets both with an average transverse momen-
tum of more than 70 GeV/c (HLT Di-Jet).
As both triggers will be prescaled with higher luminosities, alternative trigger paths have
been investigated. Two trigger paths could be used for the online selection, a missing
energy trigger of at least 75 GeV/c (HLT EmissT ) and a combination of (i) a single jet
trigger with higher threshold of 180 GeV/c (ii) a three-jet trigger (three jets each with
pT > 85 GeV/c) and (iii) a four-jet trigger (four jets each with pT > 65 GeV/c) (HLT
Combi).
The trigger efficiencies for mSuGra events are shown by red bars in Fig. 4.6(a) and 4.6(b)
for LM0 and LM1 SUSY events respectively. The trigger efficiency for LM0 mSuGra
events varies between 80% (HLT 1 Jet) and 60% (HLT EmissT and HLT Combi). The
trigger efficiency is higher for LM1 SUSY events than for LM0 SUSY events, in agreement
with the properties of the different mSuGra points discussed in the previous section.
It is also important to verify wether the trigger rejects events which would otherwise
pass the offline event selection. The offline selection in this analysis is divided into two
parts, a common pre-selection and a final selection in which four different variables are
compared. The ratio between the number of pre-selected events with and without the
trigger requirement is indicated by the green bars in Fig. 4.6(a) and 4.6(b). The single and
the dijet triggers do not reject SUSY events which would otherwise pass the preselection.
The HLT EmissT and the HLT Combi trigger path would reject about 20% of SUSY LM0
events and 6% of SUSY LM1 events would pass the pre-selection.
The single-jet trigger is used for the results presented in this analysis. A detailed discussion
of CMS High Level Triggers Algorithms and their efficiencies can be found in Ref. [63].
4.5 Object Definition
In this section the quality criteria for jets and leptons used throughout this analysis are
summarized.
51
CHAPTER 4. SUPERSYMMETRY IN MULTIJET EVENTS
HLT 1 Jet HLT Di-Jet miss
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Figure 4.6: Trigger efficiencies for mSuGra events of parameter set LM0 (a) and parameter-set
LM1 (b). The four different trigger paths described in the text are compared. The trigger efficiency
(number of triggered events/total number of events) is shown in red. The bars in green indicate
the ratio between the number of preselected events with and without the trigger requirement.
• Good Muon:
Isolated global Muons (Sect. 3.2.4 and Sect. 3.2.5) are counted as good muons if
they pass the following requirements:
– pT > 10 GeV/c,
– |η| < 2.4.
• Good Electron:
Isolated electrons (Sect. 3.2.7 and Sect. 3.2.8) are counted as good electrons if they
fulfill the following requirements:
– pT > 10 GeV/c,
– |η| < 2.4.
• Good Jet:
Calorimeter energy deposits are clustered in jets using an iterative cone algorithm
(Sect. 3.2.1). The energies of these jets are corrected for detector effects (Sect. 3.2.2).
The jets are required to fulfill (Sect. 3.2.3):
– pT > 50 GeV/c,
– |η| < 3.0,
– 0.01 < fem < 0.9 , where fem is the fraction of energy contributed by ECAL
energy deposits.
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Special care is taken of jets closer than ∆R = 0.2 to a non-isolated global muon
(pT > 10 GeV/c) which fulfills the additional quality criteria stated in Sect. 3.2.6.
In this case the muon originates most probably from the jet and a fraction of the total
particle jet energy is deposited in the muon chambers. A jet closer than ∆R = 0.2
to such a muon is in 75% of times matched to a particle jet originating from a b or c
decay compared to 25% for other jets. This numbers have been estimated for LM1
SUSY events before any event selection. To account for the energy deposited in the
muon chamber the muon momentum is added vectorially to the jet momentum. A
fraction of 7% of all good jets in triggered LM1 SUSY events have been corrected in
this way. Fig. 4.7 shows the jet-momentum resolution of jets which are closer than
∆R = 0.2 to a non-isolated global muon before and after this jet-energy correction.
The momentum resolution is defined as the ratio of ∆pT , the difference in transverse
momentum between a reconstructed jet pT (rec.) and its matched particle jet pT , to
the transverse momentum of the particle jet.
[pT (rec.) − pT ]/pT = ∆pT/pT . (4.4)
A reconstructed jet is matched to the closest particle jet in ∆R when ∆R < 0.5.
The distribution is shifted to negative values of ∆pT/pT . Before correction, the
reconstructed momentum pT (rec.) of jets close to non-isolated muons is in general
smaller than the energy of the corresponding particle jet pT . A fit of a gaussian
distribution to∆pT /pT yields a mean of −0.214±0.003 and a σ of 0.162±0.002. After
correction the distribution is centered closely around zero (mean = −0.062 ± 0.002
and sigma = 0.146±0.002). The small remaining shift of the mean is due to the fact
that not all of the muons which originate from jets fulfill the tight quality criteria
of our selection. The quality criteria have been optimized for purity rather than

























Figure 4.7: Jet momentum resolution before and after correction for non-isolated muons closer
than ∆R = 0.2 to the jet-axis, for LM1 SUSY events.
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4.6 Offline Preselection
A common approach for a hadronic SUSY search is to apply strong cuts on EmissT . In this
analysis the performance of alternative variables to EmissT are compared after a common
preselection. This preselection defines the topology of the events. Events are selected
which contain no good electrons or muons but multiple good jets, as defined in the previous
section. The final selection variables studied in this analysis are based on good jets and
allow to distinguish between events with missing transverse energy and events in which
the transverse momenta of all jets are balanced. Special care is taken to reject events in
which a badly measured jet takes away a large fraction of the total energy in the event.
A final optimization is only possible using information from collision data. The events are
selected as follows:
1. Lepton veto:
All events in which at least one good muon or one good electron has been identified
are rejected.
2. Cut on jet multiplicity:
Only events with a minimum of two and a maximum of six good jets are selected. At
least two of the good jets should have a transverse momentum larger than 100 GeV/c
in accordance with the expected high pT of SUSY jets discussed in Sect. 4.3.
A minimum number of two good jets is required as some of the quantities used in the
final event selection (described later in the text) can only be calculated for at least
two jets. A maximum number of six good jets is accepted, as the calculation of these
quantities needs several iterations, the number of which depends on the number of
jets. An upper limit of six jets reduces the time needed for the calculation while
keeping a high signal efficiency.
3. Bad jet veto:
Jets which do not fulfill all quality criteria could still carry a sizable fraction of the
total energy. If these jets are not accounted for, i.e. not included in the calculation
of the energy balance, the event will look imbalanced and could therefore be mis-
identified as SUSY signal. The bad jet veto rejects therefore events in which jets
with a transverse momentum larger than 50 GeV/c are not accepted as good jets.
4. HT cut:
The total scalar momentum HT (Sect. 4.2), shown in Fig. 4.8, is required to be
larger than 350 GeV/c. The calculation is based on good jets. The HT distribution
before this cut is presented in Fig. 4.8.
5. Additional requirement on jet kinematics:
The required HT is well above the minimum jet transverse momentum of 50 GeV/c.
However several jets below threshold could lead to a considerable amount of neglected
momentum in the event. For that reason the missing transverse energy calculated
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Figure 4.8: The HT distribution after the cut on jet multiplicity for all Standard Model back-
grounds and SUSY signal sample with parameter set LM1.
from all jets having a pT larger than 30 GeV/c , H
miss
T (> 30 GeV/c) is compared
to HmissT determined from the selected jets only. The ratio
Rmiss =
HmissT
HmissT (> 30 GeV/c)
(4.5)
can be used to single out events where the inclusion of lower momentum jets does
significantly improve the balance of the event. The ratio Rmiss is required to be
smaller than 1.25. Details about this cut can be found in Ref. [64].
The event yields after the different steps of the preselection are given in Table 4.3 for
background events and in Table 4.4 for SUSY events of different parameter-sets. The
preselection reduces significantly the number of events from W or Z decays. Only 80
Z → ℓℓ¯ events survive the preselection. In the histograms shown in the further course of
this analysis Z → ℓℓ¯ and Z → νν¯ events are combined and denoted in the legend by a
Z. The background from QCD multi-jet events is still three orders of magnitude larger
than the number of signal events. The final event selection needs to be able to effectively
suppress this background. SUSY events of the LM0 parameter-set have the highest event
yields after the preselection. It will however be shown, in the further course of this analysis,
that the event yields of LM1 events, after the final event selection, are comparable to those
of LM0 events.
4.7 Final Variables
In this section the final selection variables are introduced. The precise cut values on these
variables are determined and justified in the following sections.
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Table 4.3: Number of events expected for an integrated luminosity of 100pb−1 after each selection
cut, for background samples.
Selection cut QCD W→ νℓ tt¯ Z→ νν¯ Z→ ℓℓ¯ LM0
no selection 1.5×109 4×106 31.7×103 200×103 370×103 11 000
trigger 6.5×107 44.8×103 16.2×103 6 420 7 230 8 832
lepton veto 6.3×107 16.0×103 9 340 6 200 1 280 5 480
number of jets 2.1×107 3 200 4 690 820 330 3 770
bad jet veto 2.1×107 2 880 3 960 780 280 3 270
HT > 350 GeV/c 4.0×106 1 090 2 980 340 110 2 970
Rmiss 3.0×106 880 1 800 290 80 2 530
Table 4.4: Number of SUSY events expected for an integrated luminosity of 100pb−1 after each
selection cut, for SUSY signal samples.
Selection cut LM0 LM1 LM2 LM3 LM4 LM5
no selection 11 000 1 610 240 1180 670 190
trigger 8 830 1 450 217 1 050 617 179
lepton veto 5 480 930 147 670 430 126
number of jets 3 770 750 123 530 360 104
bad jet veto 3 270 660 108 450 310 91
HT > 350 GeV/c 2 970 630 107 440 310 90
Rmiss 2 530 610 103 400 290 86
A common approach to SUSY searches in events with no leptons and n jets is to apply
harsh cuts on the missing transverse energy EmissT calculated from calorimeter towers
[16]. For a perfectly measured QCD multijet event this quantity is expected to be zero,
while escaping neutrinos or lightest stable particles lead to non-zero values. The power of
EmissT to separate multijet events from SUSY events with LSP and SM background events
with neutrinos is illustrated in Fig. 4.9. In this analysis an approach based on a direct
cut on the missing transverse energy is compared to methods based on other selection
variables, calculated from the four-vectors of good jets. To study the effect of systematic
uncertainties due to jet energy and jet angle mismeasurements it is convenient to substitute
the calorimeter based EmissT with the jet based H
miss
T (Sect. 4.2). Obviously E
miss
T and
HmissT are highly correlated as visible in Fig. 4.10. However, E
miss
T is not always equal
to HmissT . Some energy deposits in the calorimeters which are taken into account in the
calculation of EmissT will not enter into H
miss
T , as the corresponding towers might not be
picked up by the jet-reconstruction algorithm or the reconstructed jet might be rejected
by the jet quality criteria (e.g. pT > 50 GeV/c).
The final selection variables are:
1. HmissT :
The variable HmissT is the reference one. In previous studies [16] it has been pointed
out that a cut on the azimuthal angle between the direction of ~HmissT and the three
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Figure 4.9: Distribution of EmissT after detec-
tor simulation and preselection.
 [GeV/c]missTH





















Figure 4.10: Distribution of HmissT vs. E
miss
T
for QCD events. The distributions is shown
after detector simulation and preselection.
leading jets (∆φ ≥ 0.3 rad) reduces the effect of jet energy mismeasurements on the
event yields. In the course of this analysis HmissT is always used together with this
∆φ requirement.
2. HmissT /HT :
The variable HmissT is substituted by H
miss
T /HT . Energy-scale uncertainties are ex-
pected to cancel out to a large extent in this ratio. Fig. 4.11 presents the HmissT /HT































Figure 4.11: Distribution of HmissT /HT after the detector simulation and preselection.
3. αT :
The variable α was first suggested by L. Randall et al. [65] to exploit the typical
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(a) QCD dijet events.
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(b) LM1 dijet events.
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(c) QCD four-jet events.
T/HT H∆



























(d) LM1 four-jet events.
Figure 4.12: Correlation between HmissT /HT and ∆HT /HT for QCD events (left) and for
SUSY events at the LM1 parameter-set (right), for dijet events (top row) and for four-jet
events (bottom row). The continuous line stands for αT = 0.5, the two dashed lines for
αT = 0.45 and αT = 0.55. The number of events in the histograms correspond to the
expected number of events after the preselection for an integrated luminosity of 100pb−1.
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topology of two back-to-back jets of equal magnitude in dijet QCD events. The
definition of α in dijet events is:
α = ET (j2)/Minv., (4.6)
where ET (j2) is the transverse energy of the jet with the lowest transverse momentum
and Minv is the invariant mass of the two jets. In Ref. [66] a modified version of α













is used instead of the invariant mass.
The extension of αT to searches with more than two jets is discussed in Ref. [64].
To define αT in events with at least two jets a system of n-jets is reduced to a
two-jet system by combining jets into two pseudo-jets. The transverse momentum
of the pseudo-jets ppjT is calculated as the scalar sum of the contributing jets. All
combinations of jets are computed and the one is chosen for which the difference
∆HT = p
pj1





















which is equal to the αT definition in Ref. [66] for massless jets.
The quantities HT and H
miss
T can be unambiguously calculated for any number of
jets n. It is important to note that HmissT and ∆HT do not enter into αT with their
absolute values, but only relative to HT and hence αT is robust against energy scale
uncertainties. Both ratios are generally small for QCD events.
For a perfectly measured QCD multijet event (HmissT = 0 and ∆HT ≈ 0) αT is
approximately 0.5. A severe mismeasurement of jet energies will typically lead to an
increase in HmissT and in ∆HT . This is obvious in the dijet case, but less pronounced
for events with more than two jets. The correlation of ∆HT/HT with H
miss
T /HT is
shown in Fig. 4.12 for QCD and SUSY LM1 events with two jets (upper row) and with
four jets (lower row), respectively. The continuous black line indicates the prediction
from Eq. for αT = 0.5, the two dashed lines for αT = 0.45 and αT = 0.55. For
SUSY dijet events, there is no obvious correlation between ∆HT /HT and H
miss
T /HT .
For higher jet multiplicities, combinatorics bias ∆HT towards smaller values. A
cut on αT < 0.55 would reject almost all QCD background independent of the
jet multiplicity. However, the SUSY signal efficiency worsens with increasing jet
multiplicity. The αT distribution is presented in Fig. 4.13. The QCD background
peaks, as expected sharply at a value of 0.5.
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Figure 4.14: Cartoon illustrating the definition of the transverse thrust axis for a 4 jet j event.
The dashed line indicates the plane which separates the two hemispheres.







where the numerator is maximized over the directions of the unit vector ~n and the sum
is taken over the ~pT of all good jets. The axis ~n for which the maximum is obtained
is called the thrust axis. Possible values of the transverse thrust are between 1 and
≥ 1/2 in the limit of an isotropic distribution. The thrust axis is used to define two
hemispheres. Jets are associated to one of the two hemispheres depending on their
angles ∆φ with respect to the thrust axis. Jets for which ∆φ to the thrust axis is
larger than 180◦ are attributed to hemisphere 1 jets with ∆φ < 180◦ to hemisphere 2.
Fig. 4.14 shows a cartoon illustrating the definition of the transverse thrust axis and
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the two hemispheres. The vector sum of jets can be computed for each hemisphere
and therefore a value pT and φ can be associated to each hemisphere. The variable
Th∆Φ is defined as π −∆φ between the two hemispheres. For QCD events Th∆Φ
is in average 0. For events in which neutrinos or neutralinos remove momentum the
Th∆Φ distribution broadens as shown in Fig. 4.15. When the second hemisphere
contains no jet Th∆Φ is set to 0. These event topologies are typical for SUSY events
and background events with neutrinos in the decay chain.
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Figure 4.15: Distribution of Th∆Φ after detector simulation and preselection for the
background processes and LM1 SUSY events.
It is interesting to study the correlation between the different variables to understand
how redundant they are. The correlations are presented in Fig. 4.16, for QCD events
(left) and for LM1 SUSY events (right). The upper row shows the correlation factors for
dijet events, the lower row that for events with more than two jets. The variables which
have the strongest correlations are HmissT , H
miss
T /HT and αT in QCD dijet events. The
correlation factor between HmissT and H
miss
T /HT is larger than 80% for QCD and SUSY
events. The variable αT , a function of ∆HT/HT and H
miss
T /HT (eq. 3), is anti-correlated
(correlation factor < 80%) to HmissT and H
miss
T /HT in QCD dijet events. The two jets (j1
and j2) in a QCD dijet event are in most cases back-to-back, this results in ∆HT of Eq. 3
(|pT (j1) − pT (j2)|) being almost equal to HmissT (|~pT (j1) − ~pT (j2)|). The anti-correlation
is much weaker (an absolute correlation factor smaller than 15%) in events with more than
two jets.
An important reason for the introduction of variables such as HmissT /HT , is that energy
scale uncertainties cancel out. This assumption can be verified by comparing the resolution
of different variables as a function of HT . The resolution of a variable is defined here as
the RMS of the difference between the value of the variable before and after the simulation
of detector effects. The variable values before detector simulation are extracted by using
particle jets (Sect. 3.2.1) instead of calorimeter jets. The same requirements on jet pT and
η are applied.
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(c) The correlation factors for QCD events with





























(d) The correlation factors for LM1 SUSY events
with more than 2 jets.
Figure 4.16: Correlation between various selection variables.
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It is well known from previous experiments like UA1 [16] that the EmissT and therefore also
the HmissT resolution degrades in events with large HT , this is visible in Fig. 4.17(a). The
resolution shown in this figure is determined from QCD multijet events, all preselection
cuts up to the bad jet veto have been applied. For variables which don’t depend directly on
the jet-energy scale the resolution improves with increasing HT , examples are H
miss
T /HT
(Fig. 4.17(b)), αT (Fig. 4.24(b)) and Th∆Φ (Fig. 4.24(c)).
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Figure 4.17: r.m.s. of the difference between HmissT (a), H
miss
T /HT (b), αT (c) and Th∆φ (d)
before and after the simulation of detector effects as a function of HT .
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4.7.1 Dependence on Jet-Multiplicity
In this section it is pointed out how the distributions of the selection variables in SUSY
events depend on the jet-multiplicity.
SUSY events can be sorted into five categories according to their production process and
subsequent decay:
1. q˜q˜ → qq + invisible: Two squarks are pair-produced in a 2→ 2 process. Both decay
directly into χ01q. The χ
0
1 is the LSP for all SUSY parameter-sets studied here and
escapes undetected.
2. q˜q˜ → qq+ visible+ invisible: The two squarks are pair-produced in a 2→ 2 process.
3. q˜g˜ → qg + X: A squark and a gluino are produced in a 2 → 2 process. The decays
of squark and gluino are inclusive.
4. g˜g˜ → gg +X: Two gluinos are pair-produced in a 2→ 2 process. The decays of the
two gluinos are inclusive.
5. other: All other production processes. These can be, e.g. processes in which two
sleptons or two charginos are pair-produced in a 2→ 2 process.
The shape of the HmissT distribution is shown in Fig. 4.18 for the different categories. For
q˜q˜ → qq+ invisible events the distribution exhibits a clear asymmetry. The mean is biased
towards large HmissT values. The squarks in these 2→ 2 processes are produced almost at
rest due to their large masses. Since they decay into a quark and a LSP the transverse
momenta of the quark and the LSP are large and of similar magnitude. The transverse
momentum of the LSP then contributes to the missing transverse energy.
The fraction of preselected events associated to each category is summarized in Table 4.5
for LM1 SUSY events. The table is split according to the number of good jets in the event.
The relative contribution of events from q˜q˜ → qq + invisible processes is largest if exactly
two good jets are required and decreases with increasing jet-multiplicity.
Table 4.5: Relative contribution of the various processes listed in the text is shown for different
jet-multiplicities, after the preselection for SUSY sample LM1.
jet-multiplicity 2 3 4 5 6
q˜q˜ → qq + invisible 36% 18% 10% 7% 4%
q˜q˜ → qq + visible+ invisible 30% 22% 18% 13% 10%
q˜g˜ → qg +X 31% 53% 62% 62% 63%
g˜g˜ → gg +X 2% 5% 9% 16% 21%
other 1% 2% 1% 2% 2%
The distributions of the final selection variables are presented in Fig. 4.19 for different jet-
multiplicities in LM1 SUSY events. The relative contribution of the production processes
is reflected in these distributions.
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Figure 4.18: Distribution of HmissT for the different production processes in SUSY events of the
LM1 sample.
• The HmissT distribution is shown in Fig. 4.19(a). In dijet events the distribution
exhibits the asymmetric shape associated with q˜q˜ → qq + invisible processes.
• The HmissT /HT distribution is shown in Fig. 4.19(b). The most probable value
(MPV) decreases with increasing jet-multiplicity: Every additional jet adds to the
total transverse momentum and shifts the HmissT /HT distribution to smaller values.
For dijet events the distribution shows a clear peak at HmissT /HT = 1. Here jets and
LSP are of similar momenta and the two jets are close in φ.
• For αT the situation is more complicated. The variable αT is a function of ∆HT/HT
and HmissT /HT (Eq. 3) with increasing jet-multiplicity more balanced events (smaller
∆HT ) are produced, due to the larger number of combinatorial possibilities. For
small values of ∆HT/HT the αT distribution becomes very narrow as indicated by
the dashed black lines in Figure 4.12. This narrowing of the αT distribution with
increasing jet-multiplicity is also visible in Figure 4.19(c).
• The spread of the Th∆Φ distribution increases with the number of jets, as more jets
allow for a more randomly distributed thrust axis. In many SUSY dijet events the
two jets are closer than π/2 and are therefore in the same hemisphere, Th∆Φ = π. In
dijet events with one jet per hemisphere the∆φ between the two thrust hemispheres is
identical to the ∆φ between the two jets. SUSY events in which two heavy squarks
decay to two quarks and two lightest stable particle would appear as events with
relatively large Th∆Φ due to the recoil of the lightest stable particles.
The differences between SUSY dijet events and events with more than two jets justify a
separate analysis of these two cases. In the final results of this thesis dijet events and
events with more than two jets are therefore treated separately.
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(b) Distribution of HmissT /HT .
Tα






















(c) Distribution of αT .
 [rad]Φ∆Th























(d) Distribution of Th∆Φ
Figure 4.19: Dependency of the HmissT , H
miss
T /HT , αT and Th∆Φ distribution on the number
of jets in LM1 SUSY events. The distributions are shown after the preselection.
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4.8 First Method to Quantify the Statistical Significance of
a Signal
Different ways to quantify the sensitivity of a search for new phenomena are discussed in
literature. In this section the minimal luminosity required for a potential 5σ discovery
of SUSY events (L5σmin) is compared for various cuts on the final selection variables. The
formula for L5σmin as a function of the selection efficiency for signal and background events
is derived in the Appendix B. The calculation is based on Ref. [68].
The luminosity L5σmin is presented in Fig. 4.20 as a function of the cut value for different
SUSY parameter-sets. Systematic uncertainties are not included. The value of L5σmin
depends on the SUSY parameter-set, as it determines the cross-section of the produced
events and the hardness of the generated jets (Sect. 4.3). Events of the LM0 benchmark
point have the largest cross-section and contain in average the softest jets compared to
events of the LM1 - LM5 scenarios. The difference in mean jet momenta is reflected in the
L5σmin distribution for the HmissT selection and different SUSY parameter-sets. The optimal
cut value for events of the LM0 parameter-set is 200 GeV/c, increasing to 400 GeV/c for
LM2 and LM5 events.
The dependence of the optimal cut value on the parameter-set is less pronounced for final
selection variables which are normalized to the jet-energy scale:
• for HmissT /HT the optimal cut value ranges from 0.4 (LM0) up to 0.6 (LM2, LM5).
• for αT the optimal cut value is determined by the sharp edge in the αT distribution for
QCD events and the detector resolution of αT . A dependence on the parameter-set
is not observable. The luminosity L5σmin is smallest for a cut on αT > 0.55.
• for Th∆Φ the optimal cut value ranges from 0.7 rad (LM0) up to 1 rad (LM2, LM5).
A final decision on a set of cuts must be considered carefully, as systematic uncertainties
have to be taken into account. This statement is especially true for a purely jet-based
analysis such as the one presented here, due to the potentially large uncertainties on the
jet reconstruction and on cross-section for QCD multi-jet events. A detailed discussion of
systematic uncertainties is therefore given in the following section.
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(a) Minimal required luminosity as a function of a




























(b) Minimal required luminosity as a function of a
sliding cut on HmissT /HT .
Tα
























(c) Minimal required luminosity as a function of a
sliding cut on αT .
 [rad]Φ∆Th
























(d) Minimal required luminosity as a function of
sliding cut on Th∆Φ.
Figure 4.20: Distribution of L5σmin as function of selection cuts on HmissT , HmissT /HT , αT and
Th∆φ. Systematic uncertainties are neglected in this histogram.
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4.9 Systematic Uncertainties and Statistical Significance
Different systematic uncertainties and their effect on the statistical significance of a SUSY
signal are compared in this section. The results of these studies are used to decide on a
set of selection cuts.
Systematic uncertainties which might affect this search have to be analyzed in detail once
the detector performance is well known with real data. Here I present estimates of possible
systematic biases based on simulation.
Associated with the production rate are:
• uncertainties on the parton density functions and effects of higher order corrections on
the cross-sections. These uncertainties affect the absolute cross-section of a process
and its differential cross-section as a function of e.g. jet pT .
• the uncertainty on the precise LHC luminosity
Associated with the CMS detector performance (hardware/software):
• uncertainties on trigger efficiencies,
• jet reconstruction uncertainties,
• lepton reconstruction uncertainties.
Cross-sections will be estimated from first data at the LHC. For a center-of-mass energy
of 10 TeV the total cross-section of:
• QCD multijet events should be known with ≈100% uncertainty once 10 pb−1 of
integrated luminosity have been accumulated [69],
• tt¯ events should be known with ≈30% uncertainty at about L = 20 pb−1 [70],
• W and γ/Z events should be known with ≈ 11% uncertainty at L = 10 pb−1 [71].
More luminosity might be needed to get the correct shape of distributions such as the jet
pT distribution. In Ref. [48, 72] the predicted jet ET spectra in W → ℓν events have been
compared for several event generators but no detector simulation was applied. The relative
uncertainty ∆pT/pT on high momentum jets derived from this study is approximately 10%
(Fig. 4.21). Likewise I will assume 10% uncertainty for all processes studied here.
A Matrix Element (Sect. 3.1) treatment of the initial state radiation on the differential
SUSY cross-sections is discussed in Ref [49]. This treatment is in general more accurate
and predictive than parton showers alone and can affect the tail of the jet pT and the
HT distributions. To identify the nature of new physics these corrections will become
important.
The uncertainty on the exact luminosity during the initial years of data taking is estimated
to be 5% [16]. The systematic errors on the single jet trigger efficiency (Sect. 4.4) for events
with two jets each with pT > 100 GeV/c and HT > 350 GeV/c are negligible.
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Figure 4.21: Inclusive ET spectra of the two leading jets in W → ℓν events at generator level, as
predicted by various event generators. The small plots on the bottom show the relative difference
with respect to the ALPGEN result [48].
The uncertainties on electron [73] and muon inefficiencies [74] are expected to be small [22]
and should be negligible compared to the jet-reconstruction and differential cross-section
uncertainties.
The distribution of the relative error on the reconstructed jet momentum ∆pT/pT (Fig.
4.7) can be divided into two parts, a gaussian core and non-gaussian tails. Two different
kinds of uncertainties are therefore considered in this thesis, an uncertainty on the mean
and the width of this gaussian and an uncertainty on the tails.
The width of the gaussian core of the ∆pT /pT distribution can be estimated from data,
using back-to-back dijet events [75]. Also the jet reconstruction efficiency can be extracted
from data, using Z → µµ events [75].
4.9.1 Choice of Final Selection Cuts
The final cuts are chosen to:
• yield a high signal significance for the two SUSY parameter-sets closest to the Teva-
tron exclusion limits (LM0 and LM1), thus allowing a rapid discovery or an extension
of the present exclusion limits,
• but also to yield high signal significances for the other SUSY parameter-sets, and to
• be robust against systematic uncertainties.
The uncertainties taken into account are experimental ones that affect the jet φ distribu-
tion and the gaussian core of the ∆pT/pT distribution and theoretical ones on precise jet
energies.
The experimental uncertainties due to mismeasurement of jet energies are estimated by
applying the following performance degradations [64]:
70
CHAPTER 4. SUPERSYMMETRY IN MULTIJET EVENTS
• a gaussian smearing of the transverse jet momenta by 10%
• a gaussian smearing of the azimuthal angle φ by 0.1 rad
• +5% energy scaling.
A negative energy scaling has not been applied, as its effects have been found to be negligi-
ble compared to those of the gaussian smearing and the upward scaling. These variations
reflect a possible imperfect simulation of the detector and uncertainties in the jet calibra-
tions.
Each variation increases the total number of background events. The study presented in
Sect. 4.8 is repeated. The number of background events after final event selection (B) in






assuming that the systematic uncertainties are uncorrelated. ∆Bi is the change in the
number of background events for each of the systematic variations. The degradations
increase the optimal cut-values, as visible in Fig. 4.22. The optimal cut-values for SUSY
LM0 events increase from 200 GeV/c to 250 GeV/c for an HmissT selection, from 0.4 to 0.5
for a selection on HmissT /HT , and from 0.7 to 0.9 rad for a selection on Th∆Φ. The values
have been increased for all variables except of αT .
In addition to the experimental uncertainties the theoretical uncertainties on the jet-
kinematics have been taken into account. It has been found that the effect of a decrease in
jet energy on B is negligible compared to that of an increase. For a conservative estimate
of the jet pT is increased by 10% for all background processes. The resulting L5σmin are
shown in Fig. 4.23. In contrast to the other variables αT is more affected by the theoret-
ical uncertainty rather than by the experimental performance degradations. The optimal
cut-value on αT increases from 0.55 to 0.6.
In the further course of this analysis four different event selection paths are compared.
Each of these paths consists of the preselection discussed in Sect. 4.6 and one of the
following selections:
• HmissT > 250 GeV/c and ∆φ(j1,2,3,HmissT ) > 0.3 rad 2
• HmissT /HT > 0.5
• αT > 0.6
• Th∆Φ > 1 rad
The cuts will be optimized with collision data.
2The azimuthal angle ∆φ between ~HmissT and each of the three leading jets should be larger than 0.3 rad
(Sect. 4.7).
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(a) Minimal required luminosity as a function of a




























(b) Minimal required luminosity as a function of a
sliding cut on HmissT /HT .
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(c) Minimal required luminosity as a function of a
sliding cut on αT .
 [rad]Φ∆Th
























(d) Minimal required luminosity as a function of
sliding cut on Th∆Φ.
Figure 4.22: Distribution of L5σmin as function of selection cuts on HmissT , HmissT /HT , αT and
Th∆Φ including systematic uncertainties due to detector imperfections as described in the text.
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(a) Minimal required luminosity as a function of a





























(b) Minimal required luminosity as a function of a
sliding cut on HmissT /HT .
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(c) Minimal required luminosity as a function of a
sliding cut on αT .
 [rad]Φ∆Th
























(d) Minimal required luminosity as a function of
sliding cut on Th∆Φ.
Figure 4.23: Distribution of L5σmin as function of selection cuts on HmissT , HmissT /HT , αT and
Th∆Φ including 10% theoretical uncertainty on the jet energy scale.
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4.9.2 Uncertainties on Event Yields
In this section the effect of jet reconstruction uncertainties on the event yields is discussed
in detail. The uncertainties are those of the jet pT and φ resolution, introduced in the
previous section. In addition possible uncertainties on the tails of the ∆pT /pT distribution
have been studied. The tails of this distribution correspond to drastic jet momentum
mis-measurements which occur only with a very small frequency.
The QCD multijet background is most affected by jet reconstruction uncertainties. The
number of selected QCD events are listed in Table 4.6 for the initial case, for smeared
jet pT and φ, and for ±5% of jet-energy scaling. For the HmissT selection two numbers
are stated, first the event yields of a combined selection on HmissT > 250 GeV/c and
∆φ(j1,2,3,H
miss
T ) > 0.3 rad, second the number of selected events without the ∆φ re-
quirement in parenthesis. The statistical errors correspond to the number of events in the
simulated samples. When at most one event survives the selection the error is the upper
limit for the mean of a Poisson variable for confidence levels of 68%. A full list of the
event yields for all background processes and each of the variations can be found in the
Appendix Table B.1.
Table 4.6: Remaining number of QCD events for an integrated luminosity of 100 pb−1 after
the four different selection paths. The numbers in parenthesis are the event yields of the HmissT
selection without the ∆φ(j1,2,3, H
miss
T ) > 0.3 rad requirement.
systematic variation HmissT > 250 GeV/c H
miss
T /HT > 0.5 αT > 0.6 Th∆Φ > 1 rad
no variation 12±3 (71) 28±5 1±1 0+1
10 % gaussian pT smearing 67±5 (485) 61±7 0+1 3±2
0.1 rad gaussian φ smearing 174±6 (228) 37±6 0+1 5±2
+5 % energy scale 19±4 (100) 43±6 2±1 1+2−1
−5 % energy scale 11±3 (57) 30±5 0+1 0+1
The number of remaining QCD events increases in the worst case by more than a factor of
10 (final selection variable HmissT and a variation of φ). The sensitivity of the event yields
to systematic variations depends on the selection path:
• Combined selection on HmissT > 250 GeV/c and ∆φ(j1,2,3,HmissT ) > 0.3 rad:
The largest background increase for a combined selection on HmissT and ∆φ is ob-
served if the jet pT or φ are smeared. Without ∆φ requirement the effect is even
more drastic, in this case a 10% pT smearing increases the number of selected QCD
events by a factor of 6. A smearing of the jet direction decreases the efficiency of the
∆φ cut and leads to the observed change in the QCD multijet event yield.
• HmissT /HT selection:
The largest increase in QCD background is found if the pT of the jets is smeared.
The effect of a φ smearing is less drastic than for the HmissT selection path.
• αT selection:
No large effect on the QCD event yield (always below 5 events) is found. The largest
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impact is observed when the energy scale is increased by 5%, which effectively lowers
the HT cut.
• Th∆Φ selection:
As for the αT selection no large effect on the QCD event number is found.
The robustness of the different event selections against mis-measurements of the jet energy
by more than a factor of two has been tested by applying scaling factors with a given
probability per jet in random sequence. This allows multiple mis-measurements to occur
in a single event. Table 4.7 shows the number of selected QCD events for different scaling
factors and a mis-measurement probability of 10−3 per jet.
Table 4.7: Number of surviving QCD events as a function of the jet energy scaling factor for differ-
ent selection paths and an integrated luminosity of 100 pb−1. For the HmissT selection the number
of selected events without the ∆φ(j1,2,3, H
miss
T ) > 0.3 rad requirement are written in parenthesis.
The assumed mis-measurement probability is 10−3 per jet. The statistical uncertainties correspond
to the number of events in the simulated samples.
scaling factor HmissT > 250 GeV/c H
miss
T /HT > 0.5 αT > 0.6 Th∆Φ > 1 rad
no scaling 12±3 (71) 28±5 1±1 0+1
0.3 23±4 (228) 188±9 3+2 6±2
0.5 14±4 (110) 35±6 1±1 0+1
2 457±17 (1 845) 522±24 1±1 2±2
3 5 794±73 (22 186) 18 287±115 4+2 51+8
Whereas the event yields of the αT , H
miss
T and Th∆Φ selection are all relatively sta-
ble against downward scaling, the effect of upward scaling is dramatic when HmissT or
HmissT /HT are used as selection variables. A scaling factor of 3 would e.g. increase the
number of QCD events which pass the HmissT /HT selection by three orders of magnitude.
A mis-measurement rate of 10−3 per jet could be detected with a modest amount of data,
e.g. by analyzing the relative jet pT in back-to-back dijet events [75]. The variation
of the QCD event yields for different scaling factors are indicative of the tolerable mis-
measurement frequency.
In Appendix B an outline is given how additional control variables, such as the cut on
∆φ(j1,2,3,H
miss
T ) > 0.3 rad, can be used for further background rejection.
4.9.3 Conclusion
Of the four different selection paths the one using αT is the most robust against systematic
variations of the jet pT and φ spectrum. The H
miss
T selection is robust against downward
scaling of the jet-energy but is heavily affected by upward scaling or by the uncertainty on
the φ direction.
The minimal luminosity required for a potential 5σ discovery of SUSY events L5σmin (Sect.
4.8) is presented in Table 4.8 for different SUSY parameter-sets. The first error corresponds
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to the increase in L5σmin due to experimental uncertainties on the jet reconstruction (Sect.
4.9.1). These uncertainties have again been estimated by a gaussian smearing of the jet
pT by 10% and of the jet φ direction by 0.1 rad and an increase of the jet energy by 5%.
Like in Sect. 4.9.1 these performance degradations have been applied separately and Eq.
4.11 has been used to calculate the total uncertainty on the number of background events.
The second error corresponds to the variation in L5σmin due to the MC uncertainty on the
jet pT spectrum. This uncertainty is estimated by increasing the jet pT by 10% for all
background processes (Sect. 4.9.1).
Assuming that systematic errors can be neglected the smallest L5σmin is achieved whenHmissT
is used as final selection variable. On the other hand, if systematic variations are taken
into account other variables show, at least for dijet events, similar or better performances.
A cut on Th∆Φ > 1 rad yields the smallest L5σmin for dijet events.
For events with more than two jets the smallest L5σmin is achieved when HmissT is used as
final event selection variable. However, the variables HmissT and H
miss
T /HT are far more
affected by an over-estimation of the jet-energy, even if this happens only with a very small
probability. The variable Th∆Φ or again αT might be the more trustworthy choice for
early data analysis.
Table 4.8: Minimal luminosity required for a potential 5σ discovery of SUSY events L5σmin [pb−1]
in dijet events and in events with more than two jets for different SUSY parameter-sets. The lumi-
nosity is given for the four different event selections. The first error corresponds to experimental
uncertainties on the mean jet pT and φ resolution, the second to uncertainties on the theoretical
prediction of the jet energy (Sect. 4.9.1).
SUSY #jets HmissT > 250 GeV/c H
miss
T /HT > 0.5 αT > 0.6 Th∆Φ > 1
LM0
2 50 + 37+13
−10 61 + 20
+22
−11 120 + 10
+31
−31 54 + 7
+15
−8
>2 12 + 7+2
−1 19 + 2
+4
−3 44 + 9
+24




2 71 + 61+20
−17 112 + 43
+49
−23 153 + 14
+44
−42 86 + 13
+28
−15
>2 25 + 19+6
−4 54 + 9
+17
−10 89 + 24
+65




2 996 + 1646+526
−403 2313 + 1440
+1636
−736 2056 + 385
+1239
−1022 1360 + 404
+877
−434
>2 289 + 461+131
−88 760 + 219
+403
−238 1027 + 568
+1577




2 459 + 658+211
−165 897 + 506
+574
−260 885 + 138
+440
−378 587 + 150
+325
−164
>2 57 + 59+17
−12 168 + 38
+69
−42 292 + 119
+323




2 404 + 564+182
−142 784 + 434
+493
−224 815 + 125
+397
−343 506 + 126
+271
−138
>2 73 + 82+24
−17 213 + 50
+92
−56 359 + 155
+423




2 3171 + 6071+1928
−1454 7927 + 5356
+6085
−2724 6078 + 1355
+4385
−3485 4339 + 1489
+3239
−1579
>2 391 + 661+187
−124 1484 + 460
+849
−498 2148 + 1354
+3785
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4.10 Background and Signal Composition after the Event Se-
lection
In the previous section sets of cuts have been chosen based on the signal sensitivity. Sys-
tematic uncertainties have been taken into account. In this section the composition of the
SM background after the selection and the event yields for different SUSY parameter-sets
are studied in greater detail.
In particular, for the W + jet and tt¯ background, it is interesting to take a closer look at
the final states. Table 4.9 shows the decomposition of the tt¯ and W → νℓ events after the
selection cuts discussed in Sect. 4.9.1 into different final states.
Table 4.9: Decomposition of tt¯ events (a) and W → ℓν events (b) into various final states, for
each of the four different event selections. The fraction of remaining events is given in percent.
(a)
Selection Path semi-leptonic leptonic hadronic
µ e τ
HmissT > 250 GeV/c (19±2)% (7±1)% (61±4)% (9±2)% (4±1)%
HmissT /HT > 0.5 (16±2)% (8±1)% (65±4)% (7±1)% (4+1)%
αT > 0.6 (15±4)% (6±2)% (67±8)% (7±3)% (6+2)%
Th∆Φ > 1 rad (13±4)% (9±3)% (59±8)% (14±4)% (4+2)%
(b)
Selection Path W → µν W → eν W → τν W → τν
(tt¯) hadronic τ decays
HmissT > 250 GeV/c (22±6)% (7±4)% (69±11)% (69±6)%
HmissT /HT > 0.5 (18±5)% (6+3)% (68±9)% (69±5)%
αT > 0.6 (27±13)% (7+9
−7)% (67±21)% (71±10)%
Th∆φ > 1 rad (23±7)% (3±3)% (66±12)% (72±11)%
The background composition is similar for the various selection paths. For the tt¯ back-
ground ∼90% of the contribution consists of semi-leptonic t−decays of which ∼65% stem
from W → τν decays. In other words, the vast majority of the top background stems from
τ ′s identified as jets, or from electrons and muons which are not identified (mainly out of
acceptance) or have such low-pT that they are not rejected by the lepton veto of 10 GeV/c.
Similar considerations are valid for the W + jets background. Here ∼ 70% of the selected
events stem from W → τν decays for which the τ decays mainly hadronically.
The expected event yields for SM background and LM0 SUSY signals are summarized
in Table 4.10. All yields correspond to an integrated luminosity of 100 pb−1. Three
different types of errors are given in this table. The first is the statistical uncertainty
which corresponds to the number of events in the simulated samples. As before, in case
that at most one event is selected the error corresponds to the upper limit for the mean of
a Poisson variable for confidence levels of 68%. The second error is due to the experimental
uncertainties on the mean pT and φ resolutions. The third error is due to the theoretical
77
CHAPTER 4. SUPERSYMMETRY IN MULTIJET EVENTS
uncertainty on the jet energy. The estimation of these last two errors has been discussed
in Sect. 4.9.1. The number of Z → ℓℓ¯ events is negligible for every selection path.
Some features are common to all selection paths and jet-multiplicities:
• The contribution of Z → ℓℓ¯ events after the selection is negligible.
• A similar amount of Z → νν¯ and W → νℓ events survive the selection.
The contribution of tt¯ events is strongly dependent on the number of jets in the events. For
dijet events this contribution is always negligible while becoming dominant with increasing
jet-multiplicity. The HmissT /HT path is the only selection for which the QCD event yields
are larger in dijet events than in events with more than two jets. The effect of a single jet
energy mis-measurement on HmissT /HT becomes smaller with increasing jet multiplicity.
The knowledge on background composition can be used, either to further diminish the
background e.g. by applying a τ -veto, or to estimate its contribution from data. An
example of how background containing τ -leptons could be estimated from data is explained
in Ref. [76]. The Z → νν¯ background could be estimated either by using Z → µµ¯ or
W → µν or γ+jet events [77].
The events yields for the SUSY parameter-sets LM0 - LM5 can be found in Table 4.11.
Only the statistical uncertainties are given in this case. Events of the LM0 parameter-set
have the largest and LM1 SUSY events the second-largest event yields, independent of
the selection paths. The difference between the event yields of the LM0 and the LM1
parameter-set is approximately 3/2 for dijet events about a factor of two for events with
more than two jets.
Table 4.10: Numbers of events after preselection and after the final selection for the four variables,
for background samples (QCD, Z → νν, W → ℓν and tt¯). The first error is statistical, the second
is due to the systematic uncertainty on the jet energy and the jet direction, the third is due to the
theoretical uncertainty on the jet energy.
Selection #jets QCD W→ νℓ tt¯ Z → νν
Preselection
2 1.2×106 273 42 114
> 2 1.8×106 605 1752 180
HmissT +∆φ
2 6 ±3 +61 +6
−3 10 ±2 +1 +5−6 1 ±0 +1 +1−0 10 ±1 +4 +9−5
> 2 7 ±2 +110 +8
−5 13 ±2 +4 +9−6 10 ±1 +4 +7−4 15 ±2 +5 +8−5
HmissT /HT
2 19 ±4 +25 +0
−13 13 ±2 +6 +10−8 1 ±0 +1 +0−1 13 ±2 +7 +11−6
>2 9 ±3 +12 +4
−5 19 ±3 +4 +5−12 13 ±1 +3 +5−7 15 ±2 +5 +6−5
αT
2 0 +1 +0 +0
−0 3 ±1 +1 +1−3 0.3 ±0.1 +0.1 +0.2−0.2 2 ±1 +2 +5−1
>2 1 ±1 +1 +1
−1 3 ±1 +5 +12−2 3 ±0 +3 +9−2 6 ±1 +4 +7−3
Th∆Φ
2 0 +1 +2 +1
−0 9 ±2 +2 +5−5 0.4 ±0.1 +0.3 +0.4−0.2 8 ±1 +4 +10−3
>2 0 +1 +4 +3
−0 9 ±2 +3 +6−4 3 ±0 +2 +3−1 10 ±1 +4 +5−4
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Table 4.11: Numbers of events after preselection and after final selection for the four variables,
for signal benchmark-points LM0 - LM5 for dijet events (a) and for events with more than two
jets (b). The statistical uncertainties given in this table correspond to the number of events in the
simulated samples.
Selection cut #jets LM0 LM1 LM2 LM3 LM4 LM5
Preselection
2 338 161 26 46 47 13
> 2 2 187 442 77 354 239 72
HmissT +∆φ
2 139±3 105±1 19.6±0.2 31.1±0.5 33.7±0.5 10.4±0.1
> 2 452±5 236±2 50.3±0.3 146±1 122±1 42.8±0.2
HmissT /HT > 0.5
2 142±3 94±1 15.7±0.2 26.5±0.5 28.7±0.4 8.3±0.1
> 2 350±4 161±2 31.4±0.2 77.1±0.8 66.5±0.6 22.0±0.2
αT > 0.6
2 50±2 41±1 7.0±0.1 12.0±0.3 12.7±0.3 3.8±0.1
> 2 131±3 73±1 14.3±0.2 32.2±0.5 28.2±0.4 9.4±0.1
Th∆Φ > 1 rad
2 120±3 84±1 14.0±0.2 23.2±0.4 25.5±0.4 7.4±0.1
> 2 227±4 107±1 19.7±0.2 47.1±0.6 40.8±0.5 13.1±0.1
4.11 A Second Method for Evaluating the Signal Significance
4.11.1 Introduction
The large cross-section of QCD multijet events and the systematic uncertainty of the
calorimeter response (Sect. 4.9.2) could lead to a contribution of QCD events surpassing
by far the expectations given in Table 4.10. These events could be mis-identified as SUSY
signal events (Sect. 4.8), should systematic uncertainties be underestimated. Therefore,
a method has been developed to clearly distinguish between unexpected QCD multijet
background and SUSY signal events.
A version of this method, using αT as final selection variable, has been introduced in
Ref. [64]. The method is based on a combination of three different variables, |η| of the
leading jet, HT and the ratio R:
R =
# events which pass the final event selection
# events which are rejected by the final event selection
. (4.12)
SUSY signal events are produced more centrally in pseudo-rapidity compared to the SM
backgrounds, in particular QCD events (Sect. 4.3). The total transverse momentum HT
is used to suppress SM background in the preselection. Its distribution is presented in Fig.
4.24 for QCD events after the preselection, and for all other processes after the selection
on HmissT /HT > 0.5 (a), αT > 0.6 (b) and Th∆φ > 1 rad (c). Low HT regions, e.g. 300 <
HT < 350 GeV/c, are background dominated while SUSY events are expected to become
more prominent at large HT . Requiring HT > 350 GeV/c as done in the preselection or
cutting even tighter at e.g. HT > 450 GeV/c increases the relative contribution of signal
events.
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Figure 4.24: HT distribution for the SM background and for SUSY events at the LM1 point.
The distributions are normalized for each component to unit area. The distribution for QCD
multijet events is shown after the preselection, with the cut on HT lowered to 300 GeV/c. The
distribution of all other events is shown after the selection on HmissT /HT > 0.5 (a), αT > 0.6 (b)
and Th∆Φ > 1 rad (c). The error bars indicate the statistical uncertainty on the number of events
in the MC generated samples.
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The presence of a SUSY signal would manifest itself therefore with two distinctive features
as exemplary illustrated in the right-hand side of Fig. 4.25 for events of the LM1 parameter-
set plus background events:
• tighter requirements on HT increase R,
• the increase in R is largest at small values of |η|.
The ratio R has been determined for the HmissT /HT , the αT , and the Th∆Φ selection
(R(HmissT /HT ), R(αT ) and R(Th∆Φ)). For comparison, the distributions of R are pre-
sented for SM background only on the left-hand side of Fig. 4.25. If no SUSY signal is
present R is approximately constant as a function of pseudo-rapidity and within errors
independent of HT . The discussed method is based on this difference between the two
scenarios, SM background only and SM background plus a SUSY signal. The method is
only viable for variables whose resolution remains constant or improves with increasing
HT . In case that the resolution worsens with HT , R increases with HT , as visible in Fig.
4.26 for the HmissT selection. This mimics the expected behavior in the presence of a SUSY
signal. SM background could therefore be mis-interpreted as signal. The discussed method
is hence not used with HmissT as final selection variable.
4.11.2 The Profile-Likelihood Method
To establish an excess of events over SM expectations the procedure is as follows:
1. measure R in the range |η| < 1 for events with 300 < HT < 350 GeV/c and compare
it to prediction from simulation;
2. measure R in the range |η| < 1 for events with 300 < HT < 350 GeV/c and compare
to R for events with 350 < HT < 450 GeV/c and HT > 450 GeV/c.
The compatibility between values of R can be tested with the Profile Likelihood Method
for ratios of Poisson means [78] which is widely used in γ-Ray Astronomy [79] to estimate
the significance of the observation of non events, if the expected number of background
events is extracted from a subsidiary measurement noff (on/off problem).
The compatibility issue can be reformulated in this context with:
• non: Number of events in |η| < 1 which pass the selection and haveHT > 450 GeV/c.
• noff : Number of events in |η| < 1 which pass the selection and are in the background
dominated HT region 300 < HT < 350 GeV/c.
In addition I define:
• bon: Number of events in |η| < 1 which do not pass the selection and have HT >
450 GeV/c.
• boff : Number of events in |η| < 1 which do not pass the selection and are in the
background dominated HT region 300 < HT < 350 GeV/c.
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 > 450 GeV/cTH
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(c)
Figure 4.25: Ratios R(HmissT /HT ) (a), R(αT ) (b) and R(Th∆Φ) (c) as a function of |η| of the
leading jet in events with more than two jets, for different HT ranges. The plots on the left-hand
side show R for SM background only (expanded in the insets), the plots on the right-hand side
show R in the presence of LM1 SUSY events. The error bars are statistical.
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| leading jetη|1 2 3
 > 450 GeV/cTH
 < 450 GeV/cT350 < H
 < 350 GeV/cT300 < H
Figure 4.26: Ratios R(HmissT ) as a function of |η| of the leading jet in events with more than
two jets, for different HT ranges. The plot on the left-hand side shows R for SM background only
(expanded in the inset), the plot on the right-hand side shows R in the presence of LM1 SUSY
events. The error bars are statistical.
The ratio R can then be rewritten as:




for events with HT > 450 GeV/c and:




for events with 300 < HT < 350 GeV/c. The statistical errors on boff and bon are negligible
as both are approximately five orders of magnitude larger than non and noff . MC simu-
lation is used to determine the factor xSM which relates the ratios R(HT > 450 GeV/c))
and R(300 < HT < 350GeV/c) in the absence of SUSY signal:
xSM =
R(300 < HT < 350GeV/c)
R(HT > 450 GeV/c))
, (4.15)
This can be reformulated in the notation of the on/off problem:
non = noff · bon




with τ = xSM · boffbon .
Once the number of non, noff , bon and boff events have been measured, the probability of










noff (1 + τ)
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4.11.3 Systematic Uncertainties
The value of xSM is the only parameter in Eq. 4.17 derived from MC simulations. A
systematic error of xSM could lead to deviations of the calculated Z from the true sig-
nificance of an observation. Possible uncertainties on xSM have therefore been studied in
detail. The values of xSM for events with two and more jets are given in Table 4.12, once
for the standard cuts and once for loosened cuts. The cuts have been lowered to study the
dependence of xSM on the number of selected QCD events. The H
miss
T /HT cut is lowered
to 0.4, the αT cut to 0.52 and the cut on Th∆φ to 0.8 rad. Loosening the cuts leads
to larger values of xSM , which corresponds to a decrease of R for tighter HT cuts. This
reduction in R with increasing HT is due to the reduced importance of neglected jets with
pT < 50 GeV/c. For unexpected QCD background the values of xSM used in Eq. 4.17
would be smaller than their true values and hence the calculated significance Z would also
be smaller than the true significance. Unexpected QCD background can therefore not be
mistaken as SUSY signal.
Table 4.12: Value of xSM for SM background dijet events and events with more than two jets,
for the standard selection cuts and for loosened selection cuts. The stated errors corresponds to
the statistical uncertainties on xSM .
variable cut xSM (2 jet) xSM(>2 jets)
HmissT /HT
> 0.5 0.6±0.2 0.7±0.2
> 0.4 1.2±0.3 1.2±0.2
αT
> 0.6 1.8+1.9−1.3 1.4
+0.8
−0.6




> 1.0 rad 1.1+0.5−0.4 1.3
+0.5
−0.4
> 0.8 rad 1.6+0.6−0.5 2.2±0.5
The value of xSM is determined by the ratio R as a function of HT . A change in the HT
dependence of R would also affect xSM . To understand the systematic uncertainties on this
dependence the relative contributions of the different processes in the numerator and in the
denominator have been studied. The denominator of R (Eq. 4.12) is dominated by QCD
multijet events, whereas tt¯, W and Z events dominate in the numerator in the absence of
SUSY signal. The dependence of R on HT is determined by the difference between the
shape of the HT distribution for the QCD multijet background and for the other processes.
The HT distribution of selected W and Z events is similar to that of the rejected QCD
multijet events, as illustrated for the HmissT /HT selection in Fig. 4.24(a). Fig. 4.24(a)
also shows that the slope of the HT distribution for tt¯ events is slightly less steep than
for QCD events. Similar distributions for the αT and Th∆φ selection are shown in Fig.
4.24 (b-c). The number of selected events is much smaller here and the distributions are
compatible within statistical uncertainties. The HT distributions of the different processes
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are affected by theoretical uncertainties (Fig. 4.21). A change in the shape of the HT
distributions and a different background composition would influence the HT dependence
of R. The relative contribution of the different processes can either be estimated from MC
simulations as done in this analysis or by using data-driven background estimations like
those discussed in Ref. [76]. The systematic uncertainties associated to the shape and the
different background contributions is taken into account by varying the total cross-section
and the differential cross-section ( dσdET of Fig. 4.21) of each process. The total cross-section
of QCD events has been varied by ±100%, that of tt¯ by ±30% and the cross-sections of W
and Z events have each been varied by 11%. These numbers correspond to those discussed
in Sect. 4.9. The differential cross-sections have been varied by ±10% (Sect. 4.9). In
addition it has been studied how xSM is affected by the jet reconstruction uncertainties of
Sect. 4.9: a gaussian smearing of the jet pT and φ and a jet energy scaling of ±5%.
The variations to which xSM is most sensitive are:
• a gaussian smearing of the jet pT distribution by 10% which decreases xSM in events
with more than two jets for the αT selection from 1.4 (Table 4.12) to 0.7±0.3.
• a gaussian smearing of the jet φ direction by 0.1 rad which
– increases xSM in dijet events for the H
miss
T /HT selection from 0.6 to 1.2±0.3.
– increases xSM in dijet events for the Th∆Φ selection from 1.1 to 2.0
+0.9
−0.7.
– increases xSM in events with more than two jets for the Th∆Φ selection from
1.3 to 2.6±0.8.
• an increase by 10% in the jet energy scale of QCD events
– increases xSM from 1.3 to 2.3
+0.8
−0.7 in events with more than two jets for the
Th∆Φ selection.
– increases xSM from 0.7 to 0.9±0.2 in events with more than two jets for the
HmissT /HT selection.
• an increase by 10% in the jet energy scale of Z → νν¯ events
– decreases xSM from 1.4 to 0.7±0.3 in events with more than two jets for the αT
selection.
The statistical uncertainties on the value of xSM after the variation are not taken into
account in the calculation of the systematic uncertainties. Further studies with large MC
samples could reduce this statistic uncertainty and yield more precise knowledge about
the real systematic uncertainties on xSM . The systematic uncertainties are combined by
quadratically adding all the positive and the negative variations, thus assuming that they
are uncorrelated. The values of xSM including statistic and systematic uncertainties are
given in Table 4.13. Note that the combined systematic uncertainty for the αT selection
and events with more than two jets is in fact as large as xSM , hence the method fails in
this case.
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Table 4.13: Values of x for SM background dijet events (right-hand side) and events with more
than two jets (left-hand side). The first error corresponds to the statistical uncertainties on x the
second to the systematic uncertainties.
xSM (2 jet) xSM(>2 jets)
HmissT /HT > 0.5 0.6 ±0.2 +0.1−0.2 0.7 ±0.2 +0.5−0.1
















4.11.4 Calculating a Statistical Signifiance
Using Eq. 4.17 and the discussed values of xSM the minimal required integrated luminosi-
ties for 5σ evidences of LM0 -LM5 SUSY signals L5σmin can be calculated. These luminosities
are given in Table 4.14 for dijet events and events with more than two jets respectively. The
propagated systematic uncertainty on Z due to the systematic error on xSM and therefore
on τ is also listed in this table.
The required luminosity L5σmin is smallest when Th∆Φ is used as final selection variable.
In this case ≤ 100 pb−1 would be sufficient to discover a LM1 SUSY signal both in dijet
events and in events with more than two jets. The somewhat large luminosity necessary to
detect a LM0 SUSY signal is due to the relative softness of jets in these events (Sect. 4.3).
A 5σ discovery of LM3 or LM4 dijet events and events with more than two jets should be
possible with less than 1 fb−1 of integrated luminosity.
4.11.5 Conclusion and Prospects
These results of the ratio-based method can be compared to the L5σmin values of Table 4.8
obtained with the analysis method presented in Sect. 4.8:
• Dijet events:
Taking into account the uncertainties of both methods, the ratio-based method to-
gether with the Th∆φ path yields the smallest L5σmin, except for LM0 SUSY events.
The softness of jets in LM0 SUSY events and the large statistical uncertainties on
the ratio-based method make the first method more favorable for these events.
• Events with more than two jets:
A selection on HmissT together with the first analysis method allows for a 5σ discovery
with the least integrated luminosity. However, the variable HmissT is strongly affected
by upward scaling of the jet energy, even if this mis-measurement occurs only with
a very small frequency (Sect. 4.9.2). A selection on Th∆Φ might be a more robust
choice also with more than two jets. For a selection on Th∆Φ and SUSY signals of
parameter-sets LM1-LM5, the ratio-based method yields smaller L5σmin than the first
analysis method.
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Table 4.14: Minimum required integrated luminosity for a 5 σ discovery of SUSY signals L5σmin
for dijet events and for events with more than two jets. Two errors are stated for every luminosity.
The first error is due to the statistical uncertainties on x, the second is due to the systematic
uncertainties on x.











































































































































The novel analysis method presented here extracts the statistical significance from his-
tograms such as those shown in Fig. 4.25. It provides an interesting cross-check to the
more common "cut and count" approach presented in Sect. 4.8. Whereas the method
of Sect. 4.8 is more affected by systematic uncertainties on the number of selected QCD
events the uncertainty of the ratio-based method is related to our knowledge about the HT
dependence of the ratios R.
The ratio-based method does not yet exploit the full information given in the histograms
in Fig. 4.25, as it only takes into account events in which |η| < 1 for the leading jet. In
the future the probabilities of observing the measured number of noff , non events could be
combined for all bins of |η|. However, this requires a detailed knowledge of the systematic





In 2010 the LHC has started to collide particles with center-of-mass energies of 7 TeV and
10 TeV will be reached in the coming years. At these high energies we will be able to
search for new phenomena beyond the current experimental limits. A favored theory for
physics beyond the Standard Model (SM) is Supersymmetry (SUSY). This thesis presents
an experimental strategy for SUSY searches with multijet events at CMS. The high cross-
section associated to the production of heavy colored particles makes this analysis suitable
for early data. However, searches at hadron colliders are quite challenging due to system-
atic uncertainties on jet reconstruction and the large jet multiplicity. A well understood
detector is therefore crucial for this analysis.
In the future tagging b-quarks with the CMS pixel detector will become important for
SUSY and other searches. Part of this thesis is therefore dedicated to a study of the charge
deposited by cosmic ray muons in adjacent pixels (cluster) of the CMS pixel detector. The
study is based on data taken with a magnetic field of 3.8 T in 2008. The agreement
between data and simulation is reasonable, except for a peak at low cluster charges which
is not described by the simulation. Two main reasons for this low charge peak have been
identified. One is related to the relatively high readout thresholds in the 2008 data. These
thresholds have been lowered in 2009. The second is connected to the random arrival of
cosmic muons in time and does therefore not affect collision data. After the application
of appropriate selection cuts the two cluster charge distributions have been found to agree
quite well, and a fit has been applied to both distributions to extract the peak positions
and widths.
The main focus of this thesis is on missing energy signatures at 10 TeV, investigating event
topologies with 2 to 6 hadronic jets. The study is based on kinematic variables such as
HmissT , H
miss
T /HT , αT and Th∆Φ, their performance and robustness against mismeasure-
ments of jets has been compared. The analysis is carried out in the context of SUSY
for several sets of mSuGra parameters assuming an integrated luminosity of 100 pb−1 at a
center-of-mass energy of 10 TeV. The distributions of the kinematic variables in dijet events
are distinctively different from those in events with more than two jets. Hence, dijet events
and events with more than two jets are treated separately. The effect of experimental and
theoretical uncertainties of the jet energy scale and experimental uncertainties of the jet
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direction have been investigated. The distribution of the variables HmissT and H
miss
T /HT
are more affected by systematic uncertainties than those of αT or Th∆Φ. The minimum
required integrated luminosity for a 5 σ discovery L5σmin has been compared for varying
cuts on the kinematic variables. The cut values have been optimized to yield the smallest
possible L5σmin, taking into account the effect of systematic uncertainties. The optimum cut
values are HmissT > 250 GeV/c H
miss
T /HT > 0.5, αT > 0.6 and Th∆Φ > 1.0 rad.
In dijet events L5σmin is smallest when the cut on Th∆φ is applied. The required L5σmin is:
• 54 + 7+15−8 pb−1 for the most favorable LM0 parameter-set,
• 86 + 13+28−15 pb−1 for the LM1 parameter-set.
For events with more than two jets L5σmin is in general smaller than for dijet events. In
events with more than two jets a selection on HmissT is the most favorable for an early
discovery of SUSY, for any of the mSuGra parameter-sets studied. The required L5σmin is
then:
• 12 + 7+2−1 pb−1 for LM0 SUSY events,
• 25 + 19+6−4 pb−1 for LM1 events.
Furthermore, an additional robust analysis strategy has been described. Since SUSY parti-
cles are expected to be heavy and therefore preferably produced centrally, the distributions
of the pseudo-rapidity η of the leading jet and the total transverse momentum HT are sen-
sitive to SUSY signals. A statistical interpretation of the correlation between HT and the
number of events has been presented. For SUSY dijet events and parameter-sets which
yield jets at high momenta, such as LM1-LM5, this analysis method is more favorable,
provided that the same event selection is applied. The luminosity L5σmin is smallest for a
Th∆Φ selection:
• L5σmin = 34+19−8 +12−12 pb−1 for LM1 SUSY dijet events,
• L5σmin = 39+21−10+31−20 pb−1 for LM1 SUSY events with more than two jets.
The combination of both methods should provide a robust search with early physics data.
Several interesting extensions to this study should be performed, eg. repeating the analysis
with a centre-of-mass energy of 7 TeV and applying it to 2010 data. The study of systematic
uncertainties should be updated with uncertainties extracted from collision data. Another
very interesting task is to extend this analysis using b-tagging information and to gain
insight in the nature of SUSY in case of a discovery. Additional information such as the





A.1.1 Global Coordinate System
Figure A.1: The CMS coordinate system. Adapted from [27].
The CMS coordinate system is shown in figure A.1. The cartesian system (x, y, z) is right
handed, with the nominal interaction point as origin and the x-axis pointing towards the














A.1.2 Local Pixel Coordinate System
The local coordinate systems of the CMS pixel barrel and endcap detectors are shown in
Fig. A.2. The z-axis is always perpendicular to the surface of the detector module. For
barrel detectors the local x-axis is on the plane transverse to the beam direction and the
local y-axis is parallel to the beam axis, while for endcap detectors, the local x-axis is along
the radial direction.
The angles α and β are defined as projections with respect to the detector unit surface

















Figure A.2: Layout of the CMS pixel tracking system and the local coordinate systems in the
pixel barrel and endcap detectors. Taken from [31].
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• Transverse Momentum pT
pT =
√
(px)2 + (py)2 (A.4)








where pT i is the transverse momentum of particle i.





• The absolute value of the vectorial sum over the transverse momenta of the n selected





• The absolute value of the vectorial sum over the uncorrected energy deposits in
calorimeter towers EmissT .
• The absolute value of the vectorial sum over all particles in the final state of an event




List of abbreviations commonly used in this thesis. The abbreviations are listed in the
order of their appearance in the text.
SM Standard Model
SUSY Supersymmetry
MSSM Minimal Supersymmetric Standard Models
mSuGra minimal Super Gravity (a special SUSY model)
LSP Lightest Stable Particle
LHC Large Hadron Collider
CERN
Conseil Europeen pour la Recherche Nucleaire
(nowadays European laboratory for particle physics)








L5σmin the minimal necessary luminosity to claim a 5σ discovery
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Appendix B
B.1 Quantification of the Sensitivity of a Search for New Phe-
nomena
Different ways to quantify the sensitivity of a search for new phenomena are discussed in
literature. The quantification used in this analysis is based on the definition of a sensitivity
region [68]: The region of the parameters m for which:
γα(m) > CL, (B.1)
where γ(m) is the probability that a discovery will be claimed, assuming that a signal
exists, and CL is the Confidence Level chosen for the limits in case there is no discovery.
Here, γα depends on the desired test significance level α. The significance level of a test
quantifies the probability of rejecting the default hypothesis if it is indeed true. In case of
a counting experiment the sensitivity region can be defined by the condition:
Sm > Smin, (B.2)
where Sm is the number of signal events as a function of the cut parameter m and Smin
the minimum number of signal events necessary to fulfill the condition of Eq. B.1.
Assuming that the distribution of the number of observed events follows a Gauss distribu-





B + Smin, (B.3)
where B is the expected number of background events and a and b are the number of
standard deviations corresponding to one sided Gaussian tests of significance α and β,
respectively. To account for the deviations from Gaussian behavior that occurs in the















B + 4B (B.4)











is maximal. Here, σmin is the minimum "detectable" (according to the chosen criteria)
signal cross-section, ǫ(t) is the signal efficiency of the chosen cut t and L is the integrated lu-





S +B are discussed in Ref. [68].
In order to deduce the minimal luminosity required for a potential 5σ discovery of SUSY
events (L5σmin), σmin is set to the cross-section of the various parameter-sets and Eq. B.5
is solved for L.
B.2 Control Distributions
Sect. 4.9.2 deals with the effects of moderate to large mis-measurements on different
variables. In this section three relevant variables for jet mis-measurement of jets are dis-
cussed. These variables are the minimal angle between ~HmissT and the three leading jets in
the transversal plane ∆φ(HmissT , j) (Fig. B.1), a variable akin to the latter called biased
∆φ and the angle ∆φ(pmissT ,H
miss
T ) between a track based missing energy p
miss
T and the
calorimeter-jet based HmissT .
In SM events without neutrinos large missing energy is in most cases due to severe mis-
measurement of at least one of the leading jets. This fact is exploited by the variable
∆φ(HmissT , j), as H
miss
T is typically pointing into the direction of one of the leading jets, if
the measured jet-energy is too small (Fig. B.1(a)). However, when the measured jet-energy










Figure B.1: A three jet QCD events in which the measured energy of the third jet j3 is a) too




The biased ∆φ is very similar to ∆φ(HmissT , j) but excludes the tested jet from the calcu-
lation of HmissT :






where n is the number of jets and ~ji the momentum of jets. This variable tests if there is
at least one jet which, if rescaled by a certain factor, would be able to balance the event.
For typical QCD events, with one dominating jet mis-measurement, this angle tends to be
small. The variable biased ∆φ solves the ambiguity of over/under estimated jet energies.
In both cases the tested jet and the biased HmissT should point into the same φ-direction.
 [rad]φ∆

























































Figure B.2: Distribution of ∆φ(HmissT , j) (a) and biased ∆φ (b) after the pre-selection and a cut
on HmissT /HT > 0.5.
In Fig. B.2 the distribution of ∆φ(HmissT , j) and biased ∆φ are presented after a cut on
HmissT /HT > 0.5. In both distributions QCD events tend to be centered around zero while
events with real missing transverse energy, from neutrinos or LSP, tend to have larger
values of ∆φ. A cut on ∆φ(HmissT , j) > 0.5 or biased ∆φ > 0.5 could efficiently suppress
most of the remaining QCD background.
A comparison of the kinematics of the calorimeter jets with that of the measured tracks
may also be used to indicate mismeasurement of jets. A missing transverse momentum is




− ~pT i, (B.7)
where ~pT i are the momenta of the tracks below 500 GeV/c. When track and jet kinematics
agree, this missing transverse momentum points in the direction of HmissT determined from
jets. For this comparison it does not matter wether HmissT is mismeasured due to neglected
jets or other disturbing sources. Fig. B.3 shows the ∆φ(pmissT ,H
miss
T ) distribution after
the final selection on αT apart from the H
miss




T ) variable is
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an interesting supplement to HmissT ratio. As p
miss
T is based on trajectory measurements, it
has entirely different sources of systematic uncertainties as those affecting the calorimeter
based HmissT . This variable would also identify events in which a calorimeter jet is lost, or




























Figure B.3: The distribution of ∆φ(pmissT , H
miss
T ) after the pre-selection and a cut on
HmissT /HT > 0.5.
In Fig. B.4 the correlation between the final selection variables and the control variables is
presented, for dijet events (upper row), for events with more than two jets (lower row), for
QCD events (left) and for LM1 SUSY events (right). Several features are worth noticing:
• The biased ∆φ is almost 100% correlated to Th∆φ. So these two variables are
exchangeable.
• The variables αT and biased ∆φ show nearly no correlation (the absolute value of
the correlation factor is smaller than 10%) in QCD events but are highly correlated
(correlation factor ≈ 70%) in signal events. Events with large αT have typically also
large biased ∆φ. This allows a cut on biased ∆φ which rejects possible remaining
QCD events, while keeping the signal efficiency high.
• The same is true for the correlation of HmissT and HmissT /HT with ∆φ(HmissT , j) in
dijet events. The correlation is small for QCD events (the absolute value of the factor
is smaller than 10%) and large for LM1 SUSY events (the correlation factor is 29%
for HmissT vs. ∆φ and 56% for H
miss
T /HT vs. ∆φ).
• The variable ∆φ(pmissT ,HmissT ) is nearly uncorrelated with all final selection variables
in QCD events. Mismeasurements which affect the calorimeter-jet based variables
do not necessarily increase ∆φ(pmissT ,H
miss





is anti-correlated to all final selection variables. In these events a sizeable amount
of energy is carried away by the LSP, therefore pmissT and H
miss




Good combinations of selection and QCD control variables would be HmissT and H
miss
T /HT
in combination with ∆φ(HmissT , j), and αT in combination with biased ∆φ. The variable
Th∆φ is very robust against systematic uncertainties hence a cut on a control variable
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Figure B.4: Correlation between final selection variables and possible control variables in %. In
the upper row correlation factors for dijet events are presented, in the lower row for events with




B.3 Event yields after Detector Performance Degradations
Table B.1: Expected number of events for an integrated luminosity of 100 pb−1 after different
selection paths for background samples (QCD, tt¯,W,Z+jets, and Z → νν¯) and the LM0 signal
point. The given numbers are for the default case, for a gaussian pT and gaussian φ smearing, for
a ±5% jet-energy scaling. The uncertainties are statistical and correspond to the number of events
in the simulated samples. For less than 1 event the error is the Poisson upper limit for a 68% CL.
(a) Final selection cut HmissT > 250 GeV/c plus requirement ∆φ(H
miss
T , j1,2,3) > 0.3 rad
QCD W→ νl tt¯ Z → νν Z+jets LM0
no smearing 12±3 22±3 11±1 25±2 0.6±0.4 591±6
10 % gaussian pT smearing 67±5 23±3 13±2 26±2 0.9±0.5 613±6
0.1 rad gaussian φ smearing 174±6 23±3 12±2 26±2 0.9±0.5 620±6
+5 % energy scale 19±4 27±3 14±1 33±3 0.6±0.4 698±6
−5 % energy scale 11±3 15±3 8±1 19±2 0.3+0.4−0.3 488±5
(b) Final selection cut HmissT /HT > 0.5
QCD W→ νl tt¯ Z → νν Z+jets LM0
no smearing 28±5 32±4 14±1 28±2 1±1 492±5
10 % gaussian pT smearing 61±7 31±4 15±1 32±3 2±1 497±5
0.1 rad gaussian φ smearing 37±6 33±4 14±1 32±3 1±1 500±5
+5 % energy scale 43±6 41±4 18±1 39±3 1±1 548±6
−5 % energy scale 30±5 22±3 11±1 22±2 1±1 430±5
(c) Final selection cut αT > 0.6
QCD W→ νl tt¯ Z → νν Z+jets LM0
no smearing 1±1 6±2 3.5±0.3 7±1 0.6±0.4 181±3
10 % gaussian pT smearing 0+1 9±2 3.9±0.4 9±1 1±1 182±3
0.1 rad gaussian φ smearing 0±1 7±2 3.7±0.4 8±1 0.6±0.4 186±3
+5 % energy scale 2±1 11±2 6.5±0.5 14±2 0.9±0.5 263±4
−5 % energy scale 0+1 2±1 2±0.3 6±1 0.3±0.3 112±3
(d) Final selection cut Th∆Φ > 1.0 rad
QCD W→ νl tt¯ Z → νν Z+jets LM0
no smearing 0+1 18±3 3.2±0.3 18±2 0.6±0.4 346±4
10 % gaussian pT smearing 3±2 17±3 4.1±0.4 21±2 1±1 345±4
0.1 rad gaussian φ smearing 5±2 17±3 3.9±0.4 22±2 0.6±0.4 354±4
+5 % energy scale 1+2−1 23±3 4.7±0.4 25±2 1±1 385±5
−5 % energy scale 0+1 14±2 2.4±0.3 14±2 0.3+0.4−0.3 303±4
100
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